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PREFACE 


This study is a substantially enlarged version of two articles which 
will appear in English in the Cambridge History of fudaism. It deals 
with the encounter between Judaism and Hellenistic culture in the 
early period before the beginning of Roman domination in the 
Eastern Mediterranean. This is on the whole an obscure period in 
the history of Judaism because of the state of available sources, and 
is usually neglected by both biblical scholars and church historians. 
However, it was the time when the foundations were laid which 
proved decisive for the way in which the Jewish people understood 
themselves in the ‘New Testament period’, not only in the Dia- 
spora of the Greek-speaking world, but also in their home country 
of Palestine. The following pages thus in fact present several chap- 
ters of a ‘preparation for the gospel’, and seek to build a bridge 
between the end of the Old ‘Testament and the New ‘Testament 
period. At times I have referred back to my much more detailed 
study, Judaism and Hellenism. Studies in their Encounter in Palestine 
during the Early Hellenistic Period, ET London and Philadelphia 
1974, though at a number of points the present work goes further 
than its predecessor. Ongoing new archaeological discoveries and 
the constant progress of scholarship are providing an abundance of 
material. This book takes a quite independent course above all in 
Part II, ‘Aspects of the “‘Hellenization” of Judaism’, and in Part 
III, which discusses the crucial point of developments in the 
Diaspora. Thus it is less a summary than an expansion of my 
earlier and more voluminous work. 

Part I deals with the history of Palestine and the Jews in the 
brief 150 years between Alexander’s expedition in 334 Bc and the 
death of the Seleucid Antiochus III in 187 sc, which 1s relatively 
neglected in German scholarship. This is the time of the first fertile 
and ongoing encounter of ancient Judaism with Hellenistic culture, 
both in the home country and in the Diaspora, in the latter especi- 
ally in Ptolemaic Egypt.The period with which we are concerned 
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ends at the point when the Jewish sources begin to be more exten- 
sive again, with the account of the preliminaries to the Maccabean 
revolt in II Maccabees 3. Part II is concerned with the term 
‘Hellenization’, which is often vague and tends to be used 
wrongly; it investigates the political, social and cultural elements 
of Hellenization. The section not only makes use of Jewish material, 
but also investigates the relationship between the ‘Hellenes’ and 
the oriental ‘barbarians’, and the possibilities which non-Greeks 
had of becoming ‘assimilated’ to the new civilization. 

Part III deals with the development of the Jewish Diaspora in 
the Greek-speaking world of Egypt, Greece, Asia Minor and Syria, 
and its relationship to its Hellenistic environment; finally, there is 
a short summary of the situation in Palestine itself. The whole book 
does not set out to do more than provide an introduction, and 
prompt further study. There is therefore a detailed bibliography 
at the end for further reading. 

I am grateful to Herr Klaus W. Miiller for his help in getting 
hold of the relevant literature, and to Herren Helmut Kienle and 
Fritz Herrenbriick for checking the manuscript. In addition, Herr 
Kienle took over the task of preparing the genealogies of Hellenistic 
kings. 


Tiibingen, July 1975 


I 


The Political and Social History 
of Palestine from Alexander to 
Antiochus III (333-1878c) 


Alexander’s Expedition and Palestine 
(333-331 BC) 


We are largely in the dark about the political and social history of 
Palestine in the early Hellenistic period between Alexander’s 
expedition and the death of Antiochus III, a few years after his 
defeat by Rome, which ushered in the downfall of the Hellenistic 
monarchies. Only small fragments of the ancient sources have been 
preserved, and where they mention the area with which we shall 
be concerned they do so only sporadically, in connection with 
larger political and military developments. It is necessary, there- 
fore, to begin with an account of the wider context. We get some 
idea of social conditions only through a combination of chance 
archaeological and papyrological discoveries, which at some points, 
as with the Zeno papyri, cast a little light on the darkness. Informa- 
tion about the Jews is still more sparse: in our main source, 
Josephus, legends and historical accounts are closely interwoven.! 
So for some periods I can only draw a sketchy and partly even 
hypothetical picture, which will constantly be in need of revision 
as a result of new discoveries. Nevertheless, there can be no doubt 
that it was during this period, about which we know so little, that 
Palestine and ancient Judaism first became intensively preoccupied 
with the predominant Hellenistic culture which was to play a deci- 
sive role in their future development. 'That is why this period is so 
important. 

The last decades of the Persian empire had already brought war 
and unrest to Palestine and the Jews. Egypt’s fight for indepen- 
dence and even more the revolt of king Tennes of Sidon (from 401 
in the former case, and between 354 and 346 in the latter) against 
Persian rule also affected Palestine, as a large area of the coastal 
plain was in the possession of Sidon; Judaea had probably also 
suffered heavily from Persian counter-measures.2 A few years 
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later, Artaxerxes III Ochus succeeded in reconquering Egypt, 
which two generations earlier had managed to shake off the Persian 
yoke with Greek help. He used Palestine as a base. The Western 
areas of the Persian empire, and especially Phoenicia, had long 
been oriented on Greece and the Aegean in economic, cultural and 
military terms. In the wars mentioned above, Greek mercenaries 
played a decisive role on both sides. Hardly any well-to-do home 
in Palestine will have been without Greek pottery, terra cotta and 
other luxury items, and Greek coinage, along with its local imita- 
tions, had long been an important means of payment.? That means 
that when the Greeks took power in the persons of the men from 
Macedon, they will certainly not have been unknown. Neverthe- 
less, the victorious progress of the young Macedonian king had a 
cataclysmic effect on the Semitic population of Syria and Palestine. 
Up till now they had come to know the Greeks only as guests; now 
they discovered that the kindred Macedonians were harsh masters. 
The victory of Issus in November 333 Bc demonstrated the mili- 
tary superiority of the twenty-three-year-old Alexander and his 
small army over the massed hosts of the Great King; even the 
Greek mercenaries of Darius could no longer save the aging empire. 
After the victory, Parmenio pressed on to Damascus, conquered 
the hinterland of Syria and plundered the immeasurably rich 
Persian supply column, with its war treasury.4 Advancing along the 
coast, the king found that the Phoenician cities of Arados, Mara- 
thos, Byblos and Sidon readily surrendered to him; the last- 
mentioned could remember all too clearly the cruel revenge which 
the Persians had on it. Tyre was the only place which believed that 
it could maintain neutrality and freedom, relying on its island set- 
ting. It refused entrance to the king, who wanted to sacrifice in the 
sanctuary of the city god Heracles Melkart, his mythical ancestor.® 
However, ‘what the king found most intolerable was that someone 
should seek to negotiate with him on an equal footing’.® As the 
Persian—Phoenician fleet in the Aegean was a constant threat, he 
needed to be sure that he had cover in this direction. The proud, 
sea-borne citadel was regarded as impregnable; it had once resisted 
Sennacherib for five years and Nebuchadnezzar for thirteen and 
emerged successful. Yet the young genius captured it in seven 
months, between January and August 332, with the help of the 
famous causeway and a fleet considerably supplemented by the 
Phoenician cities. His achievement is unique in the history of 
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ancient siege warfare.’ Astounded, the orientals discovered not 
only the superiority of Greek military technology and strategy, but 
also the harshness of their foreign conquerors. 30,000 survivors, 
mostly women and children, were put on the slave markets, while 
Alexander had 2,000 able-bodied men crucified along the coast. 
Over against that, Sidonian ships, fighting on the side of the be- 
siegers, are said to have rescued 15,000 people. Here the solidarity 
of the Phoenician people was stronger than the victor’s wrath.8 The 
city was rased to the ground and rebuilt as a Macedonian fortress; 
its new inhabitants were country-dwellers and colonists. As it con- 
tinued to be a city state, however, prosperity returned in an 
astonishingly short space of time.® 

Without meeting further resistance, the king sped southwards 
from Tyre down the coastal route of Phoenicia and Palestine. He 
was, however, delayed in Gaza, the most important centre for 
Arabian trade and the only coastal city which was not under 
Phoenician control.19 Here the Persian commander, Batis, refused 
to surrender and with his Persian and Arabian garrison offered 
desperate resistance for two whole months. Alexander himself was 
wounded as a result of one of their forays. However, here too the 
siege engines which had already brought down the walls of Tyre 
inevitably proved their strength. With their help the city was finally 
stormed at the fourth attempt, the male population was exter- 
minated and, as in Tyre, the women and children were sold as 
slaves.41 The brave Batis, wounded, fell into the hands of the victor, 
who dragged him round the city behind a chariot, as Achilles once 
did to the dead Hector.!2 The subsequent fate of the city also 
resembled that of Tyre. It was resettled with population from the 
neighbouring countryside and turned into a Macedonian fortress.18 
The stubborn resistance put up by Tyre and Gaza against 
Alexander resembles the resistance offered by Sidon to Artaxerxes 
III; it shows the vigorous sense of political independence to be 
found in these cities, which was just as great as that in any Greek 
polis.14 At a later stage, this sense made it easier for them to be 
assimilated outwardly to political Hellenization while retaining 
their Semitic characteristics. 

The ancient historians who wrote about Alexander were scarcely 
interested in the fate of the hinterland of Syria and Palestine; their 
accounts concentrated on the king’s great feats at arms. After his 
account of the conquest of Tyre and Gaza, Arrian sums up the 
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conquest of these areas in one sentence: ‘the remainder of Pales- 
tine, called Syria, had already come under his control.’ That means 
that the majority of Palestinian peoples and cities had already sur- 
rendered to him by the time of the siege of Tyre, and supported 
his laborious efforts in implementing the siege. Only one instance 
is described in more detail. At the beginning of the siege of Tyre, 
Alexander himself undertook an expedition against ‘the Arabs liv- 
ing in the anti-Lebanon’, who had killed thirty Macedonians while 
they were felling wood. ‘He overcame some of the inhabitants by 
force and others by subjection. He was able to return within ten 
days.’15 On this venture he almost lost his life through carelessness, 
but saved himself and his companions by his presence of mind. 
Curtius Rufus has a somewhat obscure comment on the rapid 
advance made by Parmenio in the direction of Damascus and his 
appointment as governor of Coele Syria: “The Syrians, not yet 
humbled by defeat, rejected the new rule, but were soon subjected 
and now obeyed orders readily.’ There is some doubt as to whether 
this is a reference to a subjection of the hinterland of Syria and 
Palestine by Parmenio, or whether it alludes to the campaigns of 
Alexander himself. However, Arrian’s parallel report is confirmed 
by a comment which follows a little later: when he reached Tyre, 
Alexander ‘already had possession of the whole of Syria and also 
Phoenicia, apart from Tyre’.16 A note in Pliny the Elder,!” which 
connects Alexander with the balsam plantations in Jericho, is 
ambiguous and as historically dubious as the late-Roman, Byzan- 
tine reports of cities which Alexander is supposed to have founded 
in Transjordania.!8 A large number of ancient cities made attempts 
to associate themselves with the most famous ruler of the ancient 
world in order to boost their own reputations. No limits were set 
to the making of local legends, even here in Syria and Palestine. 
This critical judgment also applies to Josephus’ account of 
Alexander’s visit to Jerusalem and the disputes with the Samaritans 
that are associated with it. There are parallels in the rabbinic litera- 
ture and in the Samaritan tradition (where the account is slanted 
the other way).!9 A. Biichler already recognized that Josephus’ 
account is not all of a piece, but was made up of Jewish and 
Samaritan reports.29 Least historical value of all is to be attached 
to the legend of Alexander’s visit to the holy city and his sacrifice 
in the Temple after the conquest of Gaza. On that occasion the 
king is said to have paid homage to the Jewish high priest, who had 
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earlier appeared to him in a dream in Dio of Macedon and called 
him to the conquest of Asia. We must give unconditional assent to 
Tcherikover’s judgment: ‘It is a historical myth designed to bring 
the king into direct contact with the Jews, and to speak of both in 
laudatory terms.’ He supposes that it is based on ‘a Palestinian 
folk-story’ which came to be recorded in the Talmudic tradition: 
the literary version which Josephus used was produced in Alexan- 
dria in the first century AD.2! A version of the Greek Alexander 
romance written by Pseudo-Callisthenes has also adopted features 
of the Jewish Alexander legend from Alexandrian circles.22 We are 
most likely to find historical traces in Josephus’ account of the 
building of the temple on Mount Gerizim by the Samaritans. 
According to this, while the Persians were still in control, Manasseh, 
brother of Jaddus the Jewish high priest, had fled from Jerusalem 
to Samaria because he was forbidden to marry Nikaso — note the 
Greek name? — the daughter of Sanballat, governor of Samaria; 
his father-in-law had promised ‘to build a temple on mount 
Gerizim like the one in Jerusalem’.24 

When Alexander began to lay siege to Tyre, he asked the Jewish 
high priest for support and for the tribute which had previously 
been paid to Darius. The high priest refused his request, pointing 
out that he had sworn an oath of allegiance to Darius. Sanballat, on 
the other hand, rushed to the help of Alexander with 8,000 
Samaritans, recognized him as ruler and asked for permission to 
build the temple. He died several months later.2° Scholars pre- 
viously thought that Sanballat the governor of Samaria was not a 
historical figure, but had come into being as a result of confusion 
with Nehemiah’s opponent of the same name ;26 however, the dis- 
covery of Samaritan papyri in a cave in Wadi Daliya north of 
Jericho, with numerous documents going down to the year 335 Bc, 
makes it probable that a third Sanballat really did live in Samaria 
at the time of Alexander’s expedition.?’ It is not unlikely that this 
Sanballat — like other tribes and cities in Syria and Palestine — 
accepted Alexander as ruler and provided him with manpower for 
the siege of Tyre. In military activities Alexander may have relied 
principally on his well-tried Macedonian soldiers, but he cannot 
have avoided using foreign auxiliaries, for example for siege works 
and guard duty. A remark of Curtius Rufus to the effect that 
‘soldiers enlisted from conquered tribes were less trustworthy than 
the nationals’ is cited against this view, but in fact it confirms the 
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use of barbarian mercenaries.28 As a result, we must not mistrust 
the report that Alexander later took Samaritan auxiliaries with him 
to Egypt29 or the note in Pseudo-Hecataeus and Josephus about 
Jewish mercenaries who served Alexander in Babylon and Egypt.®? 
On the other hand, we should not follow Josephus’ account of the 
resistance of the high priest; he will have yielded to the new 
authority without any dramatic events. It remains an open ques- 
tion whether this recognition of Alexander was made even before 
the siege of Tyre — as was the case with the Samaritans — or at 
Kephar Saba, later to become Antipatris, during the march through 
the coastal plain — according to the Talmudic tradition — or else- 
where.®! On this change of rule the Jews will certainly have asked 
for and been granted the right ‘to live in accordance with their 
ancestral laws’, as had happened before Alexander with the Persian 
and later the Hellenistic kings. Alexander also granted this right 
to their ‘own laws’ to the Ionian cities, the Lydians, the Indians 
and the Arabians.®2 

Finally, there is also a historical nucleus in Josephus’ reference 
to a conflict between Alexander and the Samaritans, which is 
depicted in an even more pointed way in the Talmudic tradition.33 
According to Curtius Rufus, at the beginning of 331, while 
Alexander was occupied in Egypt, the Samaritans rebelled against 
the Macedonians and burnt alive the new satrap, Andromachus of 
Coele Syria, Parmenio’s successor. Alexander rushed back to 
Samaria and executed the leaders of the revolt, who were handed 
over to him; he appointed Meno as successor to Andromachus.*4 
This report is supplemented by the Chronicles of Eusebius, which 
record that Alexander destroyed Samaria and settled it with 
Macedonian colonists, in other words, turned the city into a 
Macedonian military colony. According to a second note from the 
same source, the resettlement happened only in the time of 
Perdiccas.*5 These fragmentary reports have now been confirmed 
by the discovery of documents in the Wadi Daliya, which has 
already been mentioned. Some eminent Samaritans evidently 
escaped there. Their hiding place was betrayed and the cave, in 
which the excavators found the bones of 205 people, was smoked 
out by the Macedonian pursuit.36 It is quite possible that the 
Jewish Temple community in Jerusalem took advantage of this 
catastrophe to their compatriots in the north to extend their terri- 
tory somewhat.?? Perhaps the later apocalypse in Isaiah 24-27 with 
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its countless references to the destruction of the ‘city of chaos’ is a 
reflection of the catastrophe which befell Samaria.38 The threaten- 
ing poem in Zechariah 9.1-8 shows that the descent of Alexander 
from the north, with his military successes against Tyre and other 
cities, inspired passages of late prophecy elsewhere.®9 A series of 
coin hoards and destroyed sites along the coastline of Palestine 
from the time round about 332 shows that not only Tyre and Gaza 
were destroyed. Smaller places also fell victim to the Macedonian 
invasion.40 Apart from resettling the destroyed cities of Tyre and 
Gaza, Alexander himself hardly ‘founded’ any cities in the area 
with which we are concerned. Quite apart from the tragedy in 
Samaria, which was rapidly dealt with, he could not spend any 
more time in Palestine on his return from Egypt in early 331. After 
celebrating in Tyre in May with magnificent games, he set out for 
Mesopotamia, where on 1 October 331 victory at Gaugamela in his 
decisive battle with Darius III opened up an entirely new future 
for Asia and Europe. 

The Macedonian foundation of the cities of Samaria and Gerasa, 
ascribed partly to Alexander and partly to Perdiccas, was perhaps 
planned by Alexander but in all probability was only implemented 
after the king’s death by Perdiccas, the imperial regent (323-20). 
Other cities on the far side of the Jordan like Dio, Pella and imperial 
Capitolias later claimed Alexander as founder.*! The resettlement 
of Shechem (Sikima) and the building of the temple on Mount 
Gerizim are probably connected with the catastrophe of Samaria 
and its refounding as a Macedonian military colony. We cannot 
exclude the possibility that the building of this temple was 
prompted by the secession of a group of priests from Jerusalem 
under the leadership of a brother of the high priest, and had been 
planned even before Alexander’s expedition; the plan may have 
been put into effect at a later stage. The Samaritan source under- 
lying Josephus’ account pursues the tendentious aim of justifying 
the erection of this schismatic sanctuary by connecting it with the 
person of Alexander.*? According to the excavations at Shechem, 
the place had been uninhabited between 480 and 330 Bc; then fol- 
lowed an intensive period of building and a new period of pros- 
perity towards 300 Bc. G. E. Wright connects this discovery with 
the fate of Samaria: after the introduction of a Macedonian mili- 
tary settlement, the Samaritans needed a new centre and built it at 
ancient Shechem, at the foot of the sacred mount Gerizim.*? Here 
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earlier remains which might perhaps come from the Samaritan 
sanctuary have been discovered among the foundations of the 
temple of Jupiter dating from Hadrian’s time.4+’The demarcation 
between the new Macedonian Hellenistic city and the Samaritans 
with their new centre of Shechem remains obscure. It is possible 
that after the detachment of certain Jewish areas, the rest of 
Samaria became the territory of the new polis and the Samaritan 
population was reduced to the status of pertotkot who — unlike, say, 
the Jews and Idumaeans — did not receive the rights of an indepen- 
dent ethnos. This would explain why Strabo speaks only of the four 
ethné of the Jews, the Idumaeans, the Gazaeans and the Azoteans; 
why even in crisis situations the Samaritans did not term them- 
selves an ethnos, but ‘Sidonians in Shechem’; and why Sirach, 
taking up Deuteronomy 32.21, could mock them as being ‘not a 
people’. Josephus is the first to call the Samaritans an ethnos ;45 that 
is, they will only have been given this status after Pompey. 

We know almost nothing about the administration introduced 
by Alexander into Syria and Coele Syria. All we have is the name 
of the satraps, which change often. Damascus became the capital 
of the province which was identical with the old Persian satrapy of 
“Abar-Nahara. It is striking that even a Persian, Bessos, appears as 
satrap from 329 to 325.46 All this indicates that the king hardly 
interfered at all in the internal structure of the country, with its 
countless cities and peoples. Both the Phoenician city-kings and 
the Jewish high priest continued in office as before.4’ In only one 
respect did Alexander bring about a fundamental change. He re- 
stricted the colourful multiplicity of local mintings in Syria and 
Phoenicia and took the first steps towards a relatively unified 
coinage. As these new coins minted by Alexander were paid out 
promptly to the occupying forces and were not accumulated in 
treasuries, like the Persian darics, they soon also began to circulate 
among the population and furthered economic development.48 
Secondly, the king was also concerned to arrive at a better assess- 
ment and control of economic resources. He already regarded the 
territory he had conquered as his personal possession, as ‘land won 
through the spear’.49 In Syria and Palestine he will have turned the 
screw of taxes and tolls to improve upon the yield in the Persian 
period, just as he did in Egypt with the help of the organizing 
genius of Cleomenes of Naucratis. One reason for the regular and 
rapid change of satraps in Syria may have been that the king was 
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not satisfied with its financial performance. Thus Meno and his 
successor Arimnas were deposed in rapid succession, the latter be- 
cause he had not taken sufficient care in equipping the army for 
the expedition beyond the Euphrates in the summer of 331.50 Thus 
in connection with monetary and financial policy Alexander 
adopted principles which were also put forward in the Pseudo- 
Aristotelian Oeconomica and which later laid the basis for the 
economic power of the Hellenistic monarchies, especially the 
Ptolemaic empire. Of course he could do no more than make a 
beginning; it was impossible for him really to consolidate the 
empire. A full year after his return from India, on 10 June 323, 
Alexander surprisingly died in Babylon at the age of thirty-three. 

His influence is unmistakable. Like the later Talmudic and 
Christian legends, the Hellenistic Jewish legends about Alexander 
in Alexandria made him a worshipper of the God of Israel and thus 
a monotheist.®! First of all, however, critical judgments could not 
be ignored. This is particularly true of the Jewish tradition. The 
apocalyptic, say, of the Book of Daniel or the apocalypse of the 
symbolic beasts in Ethiopian Enoch saw Alexander’s expedition as 
the last turning point in world history: “Then a mighty king (melek 
gibbér) shall arise, who shall rule with great dominion and do 
according to his will.’5? True, his kingdom will soon be broken and 
divided, and what will come after that will not be according to ‘the 
dominion with which he ruled’.53 At the same time, however, the 
‘fourth kingdom’ of the Macedonians and Greeks which he intro- 
duced represents the ultimate height of violence and godlessness: 
“Then appeared a fourth beast, terrible and dreadful and exceeding 
strong; and it had great iron teeth (and claws of bronze); it devoured 
and broke in pieces, and stamped the residue with its feet.’54 

I Maccabees also begins its account with a negative description 
of the world conqueror: ‘He fought many battles, conquered 
strongholds, and put to death the kings of the earth. He advanced 
to the ends of the earth, and plundered many nations. When the 
earth became quiet before him, he became arrogant, and his heart 
was lifted up . . .”55 The last, telling sentence has close connections 
with the taunt-song to the prince of Tyre in Ezekiel 28.2: 


Because your heart is proud, 
and you have said, ‘I am a god...’ 


Thus Jewish criticism of Alexander and his successors is prompted 
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not least by a condemnation of their claim to merit divine worship. 
The Jews could never accept this demand.5¢ Here we come up 
against a critical point which was decisive in shaping the pre- 
dominantly negative attitude of ancient Judaism towards the 
Hellenistic Roman world. By contrast, the picture of the past be- 
came more positive: the greater the rejection of the Hellenistic 
domination which had now begun, the brighter the picture of the 
Persian empire which had been destroyed by Alexander. 


2 


Palestine during the Struggle between 
the Diadochoi (323-301 BC) 


In the quarrels over Alexander’s heritage which followed his death, 
Palestine soon again became the focal point of political and military 
events. The military assembly in Babylon which had to decide the 
destiny of the empire agreed on a compromise. The world empire 
would remain a unity under the nominal rule of Philip Arrhidaeus, 
Alexander’s feeble-minded brother. Perdiccas became ‘chiliarch’ 
of the Asian part and thus at the same time represented the unity 
of the empire. New appointments were made to the most important 
satrapies. Ptolemy, son of Lagus, secured Egypt for himself; it was 
rich and difficult of access. Together with Lysimachus of ‘Thrace 
he was successful in championing the formation of particular states. 
Laomedon, who was bilingual (that will have been in Aramaic and 
Greek), was given the satrapy of Syria.! 

In November 322, Ptolemy, then forty-four, arrived in Egypt 
and skilfully teok over Cyrenaica. A little later, despite the resis- 
tance of supporters of Perdiccas, he got hold of Alexander’s body 
and brought the precious relic under military escort to Memphis, 
right through the satrapy controlled by Laomedon. Laomedon did 
not dare to raise a hand against him. Diodore describes how the 
gilded ornamental carriage was stared at in amazement by people 
who flocked to see it in every city on its way from Babylon to 
Egypt.? In May/June 320 Perdiccas was murdered at Memphis in 
a mutiny by his officers, including Seleucus. In an attempt to break 
the growing might of Ptolemy, he had left Damascus to invade 
Egypt. Power was redistributed at a meeting at Triparadeisus in 
Syria, on the upper part of the Orontes. Ptolemy’s territory was 
confirmed, but not extended as he had wanted.? Like the ancient 
Pharaohs before him he saw — in Diodore’s words — that ‘Phoenicia 
and so-called Coele Syriat were a favourable area from which an 
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attack could be launched on Egypt, and he regarded it as a matter 
of supreme importance to bring this area under his rule.’ Control 
of this glacis seemed to him to be necessary to protect his empire in 
Egypt; furthermore, if he was to achieve the military supremacy in 
the Eastern Mediterranean that he sought, he had to take over the 
harbours and fleets of Phoenicia. He sent an army and a fleet under 
the command of his friend Nicanor. ‘In a short and successful 
campaign’, Laomedon was captured and the most important 
‘Phoenician cities’ — which also included the coastal areas of Pales- 
tine — were secured by garrisons.5 Two years later (318 Bc), 
Eumenes of Cardia, Alexander’s former secretary, the only Greek 
among the Macedonian generals and the most faithful supporter of 
the royal family, tried to take Phoenicia and Coele Syria; however, 
he was forced eastwards by Antigonus Monophthalmus, the 
‘stratégos of Asia’.6 The capture and execution of Eumenes by 
Antigonus in 317/6 destroyed all hopes for Alexander’s dynasty; 
instead, the idea of the ‘unity of the empire’ passed over to 
Antigonus, who was now the most powerful man in Asia. To escape 
the threat of his wrath, the young satrap Seleucus of Babylon fled 
to Ptolemy in Egypt. Antigonus himself invaded Syria and rejected 
a delegation from an alliance of his rivals which called for the 
recognition of the rights of Ptolemy to the disputed province. All- 
out war became inevitable. A host of workers was forced to fell 
trees for Antigonus in the Lebanon and in the Taurus mountains; 
four shipyards were used to accelerate the production of a fleet. 
Ptolemy’s garrisons were driven from the harbours of Phoenicia, 
Joppa and Gaza were taken by storm, and the garrison of ‘Tyre 
eventually surrendered after a fifteen-month siege.’ 

Summoned back to Asia Minor, Antigonus handed over com- 
mand in Palestine to his twenty-year-old son Demetrius, later to 
gain a reputation for his success at sieges. On the advice of 
Seleucus, who had escaped to his protection, Ptolemy advanced 
into the territory he had lost. Early in 312 there was a battle south 
of Gaza in which the two experienced soldiers, former officers of 
Alexander, inflicted a devastating defeat on the young Demetrius.8 
In this way, for the second time within a few years Ptolemy became 
master of Palestine, and the Phoenician cities which he coveted 
once again came into his hands. After the capture of Tyre he 
allowed his friend and ally Seleucus to take an army to Babylon and 
try to win back the satrapy which he had lost. The return of 
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Seleucus to Babylon in the early spring of 312 (1 October in the 
Julian calendar) marks the beginning of the Seleucid era, a period 
much imitated, and significant in the East right down to modern 
times.? Of course, Ptolemy did not remain master of the territory 
he had reconquered for long. Six months after the victory his 
General Killes, with a force of seven thousand men, was surprised 
by Demetrius in a swampy area in central Syria and taken captive.1° 
When Demetrius’ father Antigonus himself marched into Syria, 
the wary Ptolemy avoided a new encounter and after the destruc- 
tion of the fortresses of Ake (Acco), Joppa, Samaria and Gaza, 
withdrew to the safety of Egypt.1! In the years that followed, father 
and son worked hard to develop the strategically important 
southern province which they had regained, and which at the same 
time formed a base for an attack on Ptolemy in Egypt. In connec- 
tion with this they made a not altogether successful attempt to 
conquer the Nabataeans of Arabia, who in this way first make their 
appearance in history as a political power. ‘They played a key role 
in caravan trade with Gerrha on the Persian Gulf and southern 
Arabia, which supplied the Hellenistic world with highly prized 
scents, spices and other luxury goods. A surprise attack launched 
by Demetrius on the rocky fortress of the Nabataeans, the later 
Petra, proved a dismal failure.12 Jerome of Cardia, ‘the standard 
historian of the first fifty years after the death of Alexander’, an 
officer of Eumenes and later of Antigonus, had taken part in this 
unsuccessful enterprise. He gives us a vivid picture not only of 
these battles, but also of the Dead Sea. His attempt to get bitumen 
there failed because of Arab attacks.13 More important than these 
clashes with the Nabataeans, who were well able to keep their 
independence, were the cities which Antigonus founded in Pales- 
tine. In the decade between the reconquest of Palestine and the 
battle of Ipsus the country had its first relatively peaceful period 
for development since the death of Alexander. The first beginnings 
of a new administration became evident, and Macedonian veterans 
were given settlements. The first real polis which Antigonus 
founded was Antigoneia in northern Syria, which was intended to 
be the capital of his empire. Those Palestinian cities which bear 
typically Macedonian, northern Greek names, probably owe their 
foundation to his initiative. By contrast, the later Ptolemaic and 
Seleucid foundations almost always bear dynastic names. These 
would include Apollonia, Arethusa and Anthedon in the coastal 
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plain, and Pella, Dio, Hippos and Gadara in Transjordania. Pella 
— named after Alexander’s birthplace — and Apollonia (present-day 
Arstif) may represent the Hellenization of former Semitic places.14 
Whereas the settlements in the coastal plain, already densely 
populated with Phoenician cities, were meant to strengthen the 
Macedonian military presence, the military settlements in sparsely- 
populated Transjordania were to protect the caravan routes and the 
agricultural land against the Arabs.15 As with Alexander, monetary 
policy and financial administration became very important. The 
continual struggle between the rivals over Alexander’s heritage 
swallowed up enormous sums which had to be extracted from sub- 
ject territories if the armies were to be paid. Presumably Antigonus 
continued the division of Syria and Palestine into toparchies, which 
had already been attempted by Alexander. From now until the 
time of Herod the toparchy formed the basic administrative and 
fiscal unit ;16 the next largest was the hyparchy, which corresponded 
to the ‘nomos’ in Egypt. It is the successor of the small satrapy of 
the Persian empire. The Graecized names of these administrative 
units, which end in -itis, like Ammanitis, Esbonitis, Gaulanitis, 
Galaaditis, etc., probably come from the time of Antigonus or 
Ptolemy I. In Egypt, the names of the ‘nomoi’ were Graecized in 
a similar way. Other hyparchies were given the ending -aea, like 
Judaea, Samaraea (and also Samareitis), Idumaea and Galilaea.1’ 

After the destruction of Ptolemy’s fleet by Demetrius before 
Salamis in Cyprus in the early part of 306, father and son once 
again attempted to launch an attack on Egypt using Palestine as a 
base. However, the fleet which sailed from the harbour of Gaza was 
forced back by a sudden storm from the north and decimated; 
finally, the whole enterprise came to grief because of the unfavour- 
able weather and the impossibility of reducing Ptolemy’s fortresses 
at Pelusium.18 After his victory at Salamis, Antigonus adopted the 
title ‘king’ for himself and his son; Ptolemy followed suit after his 
successful repulse of the attack on Egypt in 305. The other 
Diadochoi did the same; thus in constitutional terms, too, 
Alexander’s kingdom was divided into five parts. The final issue 
between Antigonus and his rivals was not, of course, settled at the 
Egyptian frontier, but at Ipsus in Phrygia, in the summer of 301 
Bc. Antigonus ‘the one-eyed’, now eighty years old, lost the battle 
and his life to the combined armies of Seleucus and Lysimachus. 
His most dogged opponent, Ptolemy Soter, as he now liked to be 
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called, did not take part. He left the risk to the allies and instead 
seized Palestine for himself. Hearing a rumour that his friends had 
been defeated, he abandoned the province again rapidly, despite 
his involvement with the siege of Sidon, and left garrisons behind. 
Going against earlier agreements, the victors assigned Coele Syria 
in its entirety to Seleucus. However, by rapidly reoccupying the 
area, Ptolemy beat him to it. The new master of Asia did not want 
to wage war against the former friend to whom he owed so much, 
but he did not want to renounce his claims altogether. This inci- 
pient strife over Phoenicia and Palestine was from now on to be a 
decisive influence on the politics of the two empires for the next 
150 years.19 

It is striking that in the histories of the Diadochoi, as in the 
histories of Alexander, the Greek chroniclers make hardly any 
reference to the Jews. Even Josephus is offended that Jerome of 
Cardia does not mention them ‘anywhere in his history, though he 
lived quite near their land’. ‘Blind passion obscured his sense of 
the truth.’2° In reality, we may conclude from this that the political 
and economic significance of the little temple state of Judaea in the 
hill-country between the Dead Sea and the coastal plain was too 
slight to attract the attention of historians. ‘Why should a Greek 
author, at a time when the whole fabulous Orient was open to his 
inquiry, concentrate on a Lilliputian place in the arid mountains ??21 
The only exception is that of writers who were interested in 
strange and indeed abnormal religious groups and customs, like 
Theophrastus22 and Megasthenes?3 or Hecataeus of Abdera, who 
gives an account of the exodus of Moses and the founding of 
Jerusalem in his Egyptian history.24 In the Contra Apionem, 
Josephus gives further extracts from a writing ‘on the Jews’ which 
is ascribed to him, but this may come from a Jewish forger of the 
middle of the second century Bc.25 However, this does not exclude 
the possibility that this writer used some good historical sources. 
The report says that after Ptolemy’s victory at Gaza, many inhabi- 
tants of Syria followed him to Egypt because of the ‘friendliness 
and graciousness’ of the ruler. These will have included the Jewish 
high priest Hezekiah, at sixty-six a man of exceptional gifts, not 
least in economic matters. He is said to have invited many of his 
friends to emigrate to Egypt because of the favourable political 
status of the Jews there.26 It is by no means improbable that this 
report is to be taken quite seriously in historical terms, even if as a 
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whole it contains clear allusions to the settling of the high priest 
Onias IV in Leontopolis around 160 Bc. As at a later date, we may 
suppose that Ptolemy’s Jewish supporters left Jerusalem in the 
face of the advancing enemy and followed him to Egypt (see pp. 
40f. below). A popular move is to connect this Hezekiah with a 
Hezekiah who appears on the earliest Jewish coins with the inscrip- 
tion yhzkyh hphh, Hezekiah the governor. It is well within the 
realms of possibility that the last governor in Judaea in the final 
stages of Persian rule came from the high priestly family and went 
to Egypt in 312 as a follower of Ptolemy. Another possibility is that 
the title pehah continued to be used even after Alexander for the 
supreme Official in the small satrapy. There could be a pointer here 
to conflict which we shall meet again towards the end of the third 
century. However, we cannot do better than guess at this.?? 

The hypothesis of a continuity in administration between 
Persian rule and the beginnings of the Ptolemaic era and the possi- 
bility of partisan struggles in the province of Yehud is strengthened 
by a new find of coins. While these coins follow the earlier minting 
of Yehud coins in silver — presumably during the Persian period — 
in form and symbolism, they also show striking innovations. A 
number of the copies of Yehud coins known so far depict various 
human heads, one of which is perhaps meant to represent a Persian 
ruler; the other side of the coin, however, has the traditional 
Athenian owl, a falcon and a god on a winged wheel (Yahweh?). 
By contrast, the newly-discovered coins very probably have the 
head of Ptolemy I with the diadem(?) on one side and the royal 
eagle with Zeus’ lightning flash on the other. 'The inscription is no 
longer yhd (Yehud, the Aramaic name for the province), but yhdh 
(Yehudah, the Hebrew name for the province), in Old Hebrew 
letters. Does this remarkable change point to a strengthening of the 
Hebrew nationalistic self-awareness in connection with Ptolemy I’s 
seizure of power in 302/1 Bc, which presumably had its violent 
side?28 The prohibition against images was evidently not observed 
as strictly then as it was in the post-Maccabaean and early Roman 
period. 

A further report has come down to us through the geographer 
and historian Agatharchides of Cnidus (second century BCc).29 
According to this, Ptolemy Lagus overcame the difficulties of cap- 
turing Jerusalem by attacking on a sabbath, when the inhabitants 
did not take up arms because of their ‘superstition’; they found 
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him a ‘cruel master’. This harshness of Ptolemy I towards the 
Jews is confirmed by Pseudo-Aristeas. After capturing Jerusalem, 
the founder of the dynasty is said to have shipped 100,000 Jews to 
Egypt. He selected 30,000 of them as soldiers, and made the rest 
of them, old men, women and children, slaves. The numbers are 
certainly exaggerated, but the event itself is historical. His son 
Ptolemy II Philadelphus later ordered that the enslaved Jews 
should be set free.20 Tcherikover?! will be right in saying that we 
can hardly connect this attack on Jerusalem with the siege of Gaza 
in 312 Bc when Ptolemy immediately returned to Phoenicia. It is 
more likely to have taken place when the country was last attacked 
in 302/1 Bc. At that time the Jewish leaders in Jerusalem seem to 
have taken sides with their former masters, the Antigonids. In the 
following period, Jewish slaves and mercenaries formed the basis 
of the Jewish Diaspora in wide areas of the Hellenistic world, 
though it should be pointed out that there was already a consider- 
able Jewish minority in Egypt from the time of Persian domination 
on.82 

Like the rest of Coele Syria, which was very much a bone of 
contention during the struggle of the Diadochoi, Judaea had to 
suffer the disturbances of war, and it is understandable that this 
time of distress made its mark on the Jewish tradition. I Maccabees 
still says of Alexander’s successors: “They caused many evils on 
the earth.’ Zechariah 14.1ff. may possibly reflect the capture of 
Jerusalem by Ptolemy I: “The city shall be taken and the houses 
plundered and the women ravished; half the city shall go into exile, 
but the rest of the people shall not be cut off from the city.’ In 
Joel 4.4ff., in a text which perhaps comes from the Persian period, 
the Phoenicians and the inhabitants of the coastal plain are accused 
of selling Jewish slaves to the Greeks and in turn are threatened 
that the people of Judah will sell their children to the South 
Arabians.33 The constant demonstration of Greek military power 
revived interest in the ancient Israelite tradition of the ‘holy war’. 
This is the case in the books of Chronicles,34 where the repeated 
stress on the army of Judah equipped ‘with lance and shield’ recalls 
the Greek phalanx, known in Palestine since Persian times. The 
proud description of king Uzziah’s fortification and military 
organization, and above all his effective siege engines, may also 
follow a Graeco-Macedonian model. The prophet’s command to 
the people of Judah not to fight alongside mercenaries from the 
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northern kingdom, and the plundering foray made by those who 
are rejected, both point to tensions with the Samaritans and at the 
same time illustrate the havoc caused by the mercenaries of the 
Hellenistic period. Finally, hate of the military supremacy of the 
foreign conquerors can be seen in Zechariah 9.13f.: 


For I have bent Judah as my bow; 

I have made Ephraim its arrow. 

I will brandish your sons, O Zion, 

over your sons, O Yawan (~Ionia, i.e. Greece), 
and wield you like a warrior’s sword. 


Israel itself becomes God’s weapon against the Macedonians and 
the Greeks. Here we have the beginnings of an attitude which 
comes to full fruition in the war scroll of Qumran. Of course the 
way in which the holy war takes on ‘the dimensions of a world 
war’35 in Chronicles and in the prophetic and apocalyptic tradition 
of the time stands in marked contradiction to the political insigni- 
ficance of the tiny Jewish state. Here religious claim and political 
reality are in irreconcilable opposition. This contrast will dominate 
the Jewish history of the next 450 years. 


3 





Palestine under the Ptolemies down to 
the Accession of the Seleucid 
Antiochus III (301-223 Bc) 


The final occupation of Palestine by Ptolemy I after Ipsus (301) 
led to a century of Ptolemaic domination. This shaped and changed 
Palestine in a new way. Apart from the Fourth Syrian War (219- 
17), for most of the country this was a time of peace, and Pales- 
tinian Judaism in particular was not to experience its like again in 
the 350 years which followed. This may be the source of Polybius’ 
note about the sympathies of the inhabitants of Coele Syria for the 
Lagids.! Unfortunately, our sources are more than scanty, and the 
few that we do have we have only by chance. The result is that we 
can only construct a very fragmentary picture of this important 
period. Here the situation in Palestine or Coele Syria can be seen 
only in the wider context of the history of the Hellenistic mon- 
archies. 

To begin with, Ptolemy was not yet undisputed master of the 
whole province of ‘Syria and Phoenicia’, as the official Ptolemaic 
designation ran.2 Demetrius Poliorcetes, the ‘sea king’, continued 
to dominate the Phoenician cities of Tyre and Sidon even after the 
defeat of Ipsus and the death of his father. He even launched 
another attack on Palestine in 296, during which, according to the 
Chronicle of Eusebius, Samaria is said to have been destroyed. 
Step by step, however, Ptolemy took over the maritime empire of 
the Antigonids. Within ten years, at the latest, he also had control 
of the Phoenician coastal cities.2 The frontier with the Seleucid 
empire still remained relatively stable, though Seleucus did not 
surrender his claim.4 This frontier ran from the tiny stream of 
Eleutheros, present-day Nahr al-Kabir, through the Biqa‘ north of 
Baalbek to Damascus, which was in dispute.5 Thus the territory 
under Ptolemaic control comprised Coele Syria,® i.e. Palestine and 
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the Biqa‘, and the Phoenician cities ~ apart from Aradus, which 
played an independent role.’ Along with Cyprus, the southern 
coast of Asia Minor and the forests of the Lebanon, this formed 
the basis of Ptolemaic sea power. 

E. Will describes the relationship between the two great empires 
in the period between the murder of Seleucus I and the accession 
of Antiochus ITI as ‘l’impossible stabilité’.8 Because of the internal 
weakness of the Seleucid empire, to begin with, the Ptolemies, who 
had control of the Eastern Mediterranean, were at an advantage. 
Ptolemy II Philadelphus ((284] 282-246), vigorous and highly 
gifted, took Egypt to the pinnacle of its power. The first clash, the 
so-called Syrian war of succession (280/279), began with a mutiny 
of Seleucid troops in Seleucus, in northern Syria, above all at the 
military base of Apameia. This was presumably sparked off by the 
agitation of Ptolemy II. However, Ptolemy’s frontier was not 
moved northwards as a result; instead, Egypt was able to extend its 
possessions along the coast of Asia Minor.9 Two years later, 
Ptolemy II subdued the Nabataeans in a successful expedition and 
in so doing took over control of the spice trade with Gerrha and 
southern Arabia, which from now on was principally directed 
through the Ptolemaic fortress of Gaza. As a result trade links 
between Petra and northern Syria were cut. The southern and 
eastern frontiers of Palestine were also given increased military 
protection in order to hold the Arabian tribes further in check. 
Traces of these Ptolemaic ‘military frontiers’ have come to light 
again in very recent times.10 The so-called First (in reality the 
Second) Syrian War was sparked off by an attack launched on 
Egypt from Cyrenaica by Magas, an ally of Antiochus I. This 
proved unsuccessful. We can make only a hypothetical recon- 
struction of subsequent events. In order to anticipate a Seleucid 
advance on Coele Syria, Ptolemy II invaded Syria in the neigh- 
bourhood of Hamath,! while Antiochus seized Damascus by a 
ruse of war. However, his attack as a whole seems to have proved a 
failure, and victory was celebrated with pomp in Alexandria in 
271/70. The pompé of Ptolemy II was at the same time a special 
recognition of the cult of Dionysus, from whom the ruler traced 
his descent on his mother’s side. As ‘conqueror of the world’, 
Dionysus was at the same time the guarantor of the royal victory. 
According to the Zeno papyri, in 259 Bc Damascus was again firmly 
under the control of the Ptolemies; however, the city had probably 
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lost a good deal of its significance as a result of the diversion of the 
trade from Arabia.12 The so-called Second Syrian War (260-253) 
was waged almost exclusively in Asia Minor and the Aegean, and 
hardly affected Palestine at all. The supposition that Antiochus II 
succeeded in shifting the frontier south to a line between Berytus 
and Sidon is very questionable.13 

We get more detailed information about Palestine at this time 
from the Zeno archive. Of the roughly 2,000 documents which it 
contains, about forty relate to Syria and Phoenicia.14 The turmoils 
of war have left hardly any trace; what we find, rather, is intensive 
political and economic activity.15 From January 259 Bc to February 
258, Zeno travelled all over the country on behalf of Apollonius, 
the finance minister. The first and greatest journey took him and a 
marvellous entourage of senior officials and officers from the Tower 
of Strato on the coast, through Jerusalem and Jericho into Trans- 
jordania, to the fortress of the Jewish magnate Tobias in Ammani- 
tis, and then northwards into the Hauran and to the sources of the 
Jordan. From there he returned via Galilee, where Apollonius had 
an enormous vineyard in Bet ‘Anat (Baitanata), to Ake-Ptolemais 
on the coast.16 There followed trips to the Phoenician cities, to 
Gaza and to Marisa and Adora, the chief centres of Idumaea. In 
addition to this, other agents for Apollonius or Zeno were regularly 
active in various parts of the country. This extended activity on 
the part of Zeno as a plenipotentiary of Apollonius, who was him- 
self the king’s right-hand man, shows the lively interest of people 
in Alexandria in the province on the north-eastern frontier. The 
aim was evidently to arrange its political administration and 
economic development as expeditiously and effectively as had been 
the case in Egypt. The underlying idea here was one that was 
fundamental to the Hellenistic monarchies: the whole territory was 
the king’s property, over which he had sovereign control in the 
same way as a Macedonian landlord had control over his estate. In 
Egypt this principle was developed to the ultimate degree. Thus 
when it was part of the Ptolemaic empire, not only did it have a 
strict monopoly of coinage with an independent monetary standard 
which differed from the usual Attic one; there was also a monopoly 
in the production and supply of the most important economic raw 
materials, especially grain, oil, linen, etc. Agricultural production 
from the royal land was strictly planned in advance; a complicated 
system of leasehold and state supervision covered virtually every 
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branch of production and trade, so that considerable financial 
resources constantly found their way into the royal treasure. 
Foreign trade was subject to particularly strict control, and high 
duty was imposed. This intensive exploitation of the riches of 
Egypt in the third century formed the basis for the political and 
military supremacy of the Ptolemaeans in the Eastern Mediter- 
ranean. Alexandria became the greatest economic centre of the 
Hellenistic world, and in the Greece of the third century Egyptian 
gold played the same kind of role against Macedonian predomin- 
ance as had Persian gold in an earlier age.” Thus, in the words of 
W. W. Tarn, the Egypt of the Ptolemies was ‘a money-making 
machine’.18 Athenaeus (V, 203b) ends his account of the unique 
pompé of Ptolemy II with the question, ‘What kingdom was so rich 
in gold?’ Two royal laws enacted barely a year before Zeno’s jour- 
ney, relating to a fiscal census of cattle and to slaves born in ‘Syria 
and Phoenicia’, show that attempts were now made to introduce 
Egyptian ‘state capitalism’ into this province as well.19 They were 
to be implemented, even in the smallest hamlet, by local tax 
officials and mayors, and false information was punishable with 
severe penalties.29 Zeno’s journey may have been connected with 
the supervision of this law. Contacts with Transjordania and Gaza 
also indicate some interest in the spice trade, which was a further 
source of wealth. The intensification of economic productivity can 
also be seen in the marked increase of discoveries in Palestine of 
coins from the time of Ptolemy II, for the first time also including 
copper, the money of the small man. Only now did coinage replace 
the traditional barter. We may conclude from this that the king and 
his minister succeeded in making a marked improvement not only 
in the productivity of Egypt, but also in that of the province of 
Syria and Phoenicia. We hear of exports of slaves, corn, oil and 
wine — of course under strict supervision ; the world-famous balsam 
plantations in Jericho and ‘En Gedi (Engaddi) were used more 
intensively as a ‘royal estate’ than they were in the Persian period. 
From Egypt came imports of papyrus, linen, glass and luxury 
goods. As in Egypt, technological improvements were carried out 
in Palestine and the cultivation of new plants and species was 
introduced. Thus, for example, in Apollonius’ vineyard in Bet 
“Anat in Galilee, 80,000 high quality vines were introduced from 
the island of Cos, the produce of which was identical with popular 
imported wine from the Aegean. Further improvements were 
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effected by artificial irrigation, water-wheels, the plough, the wine- 
press and other similar implements.2! The ostraca from Khirbet 
et Kom demonstrate that Hellenistic influence primarily made 
itself felt in Palestine in the economic sphere. These ostraca prob- 
ably date from the sixth year of Ptolemy II, 277 Bc, that is, eighteen 
years before Zeno’s journey. They come from the archive of an 
Idumaean money-lender Kos-yada‘ bin Hanna’. Four of them are 
in Edomite, one is in Greek and one is bilingual. Here in essentials 
we already have that culturally mixed milieu which we shall come 
across again later in Marisa, the capital of Idumaea (where in 
addition there is also Phoenician influence).22 

The development of administration was inextricably bound up 
with economic exploitation. The capital of the province was pre- 
sumably Ake-Ptolemais, which had been given its new name shortly 
before Zeno’s journey in 261 sc.23 The royal decree mentioned 
above names a ‘financial administrator’ for “Syria and Phoenicia’ ; 
H. Bengtson will be right in arguing that he will have had a 
stratégos beside him as chief-in-command, for political and military 
administration. The division of the country into hyparchies and 
toparchies, already dating back to the time of either Alexander or 
Antigonus, was taken further with the aim of making each indivi- 
dual village, as in Egypt, the smallest administrative unit and 
exploiting it to the greatest possible degree. Like the nomot in 
Egypt, the hyparchies were also under a political and military 
stratégos and an otkonomos for financial administration. In Marisa, 
the capital of the ‘hyparchy’ of Idumaea, Zeno’s letter makes men- 
tion of five different officials from Ptolemy’s administration. ‘Thus 
Hellenistic bureaucratic administration also found a footing in the 
province, and Greek merchants and officials made their way into 
every last Palestinian farmstead.*4 It is striking that there is not a 
word about any Seleucid city or about the Seleucid empire any- 
where in the Zeno correspondence. For this agent of the finance 
minister, the neighbouring country was to some degree non- 
existent, a way of treating it which is reminiscent of forms of 
modern censorship.25 Military defence against the Seleucids in the 
north and the Arabs in the east and south was provided by an 
intensive chain of fortifications, of which a large number of 
archaeological traces still remain. These are particularly impressive 
in Samaria. New military settlements and cities were also founded. 
They include Philoteria on Lake Genessaret, the former Bet 
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Yerah, which was named after a sister of Philadelphus. In Scytho- 
polis, the old Beth Shean, it seems that mercenaries were settled 
from the kingdom on the Bosphorus. The city developed into a 
centre for the cult of Dionysus; his nurse — presumably a Hellen- 
ized Semitic goddess — was accorded particular reverence here. 'The 
founding of the city was ascribed to the god himself.26 It 1s possible 
that Damascus was refounded as Arsinoe, and there was perhaps a 
second settlement under this name in the Biqa‘.2’ Pella became 
known as Berenice, the old fortress of Rabbat-‘Ammon became 
Philadelpheia, and Baalbek became Heliopolis. A whole series of 
smaller places on the coast of Phoenicia, like Leontopolis, Ornithon- 
polis, Sykaminonpolis, Boukolonpolis, Krokodelionpolis and Por- 
phyreonpolis will also have been given their names, formed on an 
analogy with Graeco-Egyptian place names, during the Ptolemaic 
period.28 II Maccabees 6.8 speaks in general terms of the ‘Hel- 
lenistic cities’ (Hellénidas poleis) neighbouring on Judaea. For the 
most part their “Hellenization’ will go back to the relatively peace- 
ful period of Ptolemaic rule. A purely Hellenistic settlement with 
great economic activity and considerable riches, so far unnamed, 
was excavated in Tel ’Anafa in the Hila basin. True, the results of 
the excavations so far relate above all to the Seleucid era of the 
second century BC, but still earlier strata from the Ptolemaic period 
have been discovered below this.29 Even the Phoenician cities on 
the coast with their rich traditions partly adopted Hellenistic forms 
of constitution. Thus after the death of its last king, Ptolemy’s 
admiral Philocles, Sidon gave itself a democratic constitution. By 
contrast its rival Tyre chose an aristocratic constitution with suf- 
fetes. We may suppose that there were similar changes in civic 
constitutions of a ‘Hellenistic’ kind in other coastal cities down as 
far as Gaza.?? From the end of the third century on, men from 
Tyre and Sidon appear as competitors at games in Greece — which 
were only open to ‘Hellenes’.31 We find the remains of the typical 
early Hellenistic, rectangular, Hippodamian city plan in a number 
of towns: Damascus, Gerasa, Samaria, Philoteria and Marisa, as 
also in the Seleucid Dura-Europos on the Euphrates. 'The numer- 
ous sagas of the founding of Palestinian and Syro-Phoenician 
cities, much indebted to Greek myth, which then found expression 
during the Roman period in city coinage and finally in the Ethnica 
of Stephen of Byzantium, may partly go back to this period.?2 
From a political point of view, of course, it was not so easy to 
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unify the province, despite all the attempts of the Ptolemies. It was 
far too varied. There were relatively independent cities on the 
coast, and ‘peoples’ organized as ethné in the interior ;33 in addition, 
above all there were the military colonies established on royal land, 
which had only limited ‘civic rights’. The strict distinction between 
native-born and Greek and Macedonian which was deliberately 
maintained in Egypt does not seem to have been forced through so 
vigorously in “Syria and Palestine’. The taking of native-born con- 
cubines was probably relatively frequent,*4 and in the fortress of 
the Jewish magnate Tobias in Transjordania we find Macedonian 
and Jewish soldiers together in harmony. Tobias himself employed 
a Greek secretary, and his correspondence with Apollonius and the 
king shows him to have been a very self-conscious master. Accord- 
ing to Josephus he was the brother-in-law of the high priest Onias 
II; leaving aside the high priest Hezekiah in Pseudo-Hecataeus, he 
was the first Jew to gain a position of influence during the Hel- 
lenistic period.®5 Because the situation was so different from Egypt, 
the Ptolemaic administration had to make use of the indigenous 
aristocracy on an equal footing. At the same time, the Zeno papyri 
clearly show the difficulties which the new masters had with the 
indigenous population and its marked self-awareness. An elder in 
a Jewish village, called Jeddus, forcibly ejected from the village 
both Zeno’s agent and the representative of the Ptolemaic adminis- 
tration, who were trying to collect a debt. Two Idumaean sheikhs 
sold two slaves to Zeno. When the slaves ran away, they refused 
to hand them back and asked for a further payment.36 The men 
working in the vineyard in Apollonius’ great estate at Bet ‘Anat 
protested vigorously against excessive taxes and appealed to the 
minister.3? On the other hand, in the interests of stable conditions 
for agricultural work and the collection of taxes, the royal adminis- 
tration had to protect the semi-tributary peasants (sémata laika 
eleuthera) against Greek adventurers and freebooters. It therefore 
prohibited the arbitrary enslavement of the country population. 
Thus there were many aspects to the social situation in Palestine 
under the rule of the first Ptolemies. Whereas the indigenous 
aristocracy tended to improve their position under the new masters, 
because they were involved in the economic boom and were ready 
in at least some respects to adapt their life-style and language to 
that of the Hellenistic upper classes, there was much greater 
exploitation of the lower strata of the population, as a result of the 
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more intensive forms of state and private revenue collection. How- 
ever, as the king wanted to maintain the productivity of the land, 
he had to respect certain basic rights of the population and take 
counter-measures against any direct oppression. The possibility 
of presenting petitions and complaints within the hierarchical 
structure of the royal bureaucracy, which in this respect followed 
an ancient royal Egyptian tradition, also afforded some degree of 
relief,38 

The Phoenicians represented an important intermediary link in 
the communication of Hellenistic culture in Palestine. For a long 
time there had been economic and cultural interaction between the 
Greeks and the Phoenicians, whom they regarded as being a cut 
above other barbarians. In the Persian period the Phoenicians 
controlled the whole of the coastal plain, and their influence still 
seems to have been strong under the Ptolemies. This is clear from 
the Sidonian colony in the Idumaean capital Marisa. It was formed 
towards the middle of the third century and proved to be the set- 
ting for a mixed Hellenistic, Phoenician and Idumaean culture. 
The colony of the ‘Sidonians’ in Marisa was governed by an 
archon; Greek was the principal language, and the tomb paintings 
with scenes of Dionysian dancing and representations of animals 
and hunting scenes show Alexandrian influence. Presumably there 
were similar Sidonian colonies in Shechem and Rabbath-‘Ammon 
Philadel phia.®9 

That the real skill of Ptolemy ITI lay in the sphere of economics 
and administration and not least in the art of diplomacy, rather than 
in the waging of war, is clear not only from the conditions in Egypt 
and Palestine depicted in the Zeno papyri, but also from the 
development of relationships with the Seleucid empire after the 
Second Syrian War. Asa result of the successes of the Macedonian 
king Antigonus Gonatas, the supremacy of the Ptolemies in the 
Aegean had been shattered. Nevertheless, in 253, Philadelphus 
succeeded in signing a peace treaty with his former opponent 
Antiochus IT and allied himself with him in marriage. The Seleucid 
left his wife Laodice and her sons and declared himself ready to 
marry Berenice, Ptolemy’s daughter. Apollonius, the minister, 
accompanied the princess from Pelusium along the coast of Pales- 
tine and Phoenicia to the frontier.40 However, this ‘diplomatic tour 
de force’*1 ended seven years later, after the death of Philadelphus 
in a tragedy (246). At the end of his life, Antiochus II again recog- 
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nized the legitimacy of his first marriage to Laodice, and nominated 
her son Seleucus II as a successor. Berenice opposed this solution 
in the interests of her young son, and the intervention of her 
brother Ptolemy III Euergetes led to the Third Syrian War (246- 
241). However, immediately before the arrival of Euergetes in 
Antioch, Berenice and her son fell victim to a murder plot, and the 
astonishing initial successes of Ptolemy III, who not only gained 
control of Northern Syria and Cilicia, but is also said to have 
advanced as far as Babylon, were followed by severe setbacks. A 
rebellion forced him to return to Egypt.42 The counter-attack led 
by Seleucus IT Callinicus led to the capture of Ptolemy’s fortresses 
of Damascus and Orthosia on the coast; the Egyptians seem vainly 
to have laid siege to them in 242/41.48 However, the Seleucid 
attempt to seize the whole of Coele Syria failed completely, and the 
struggle with his brother Antiochus Hierax finally led the king to 
sign a peace treaty. This gave Ptolemy III substantial gains in terri- 
tory in southern Asia Minor, including the enclave of Seleuceia in 
Pieria, the port of Antioch.44 As Josephus records in Contra 
Aptonem, Ptolemy III Euergetes may have visited Jerusalem on a 
journey through the province in connection with the conclusion of 
the war, and may there have offered a sacrifice to mark his victory.*5 
Even the Book of Daniel follows the fate of Berenice and the suc- 
cesses of Ptolemy III with great interest, in the vaticintum ex eventu 
in Daniel 11; this is an indication of the degree to which people in 
Jewish apocalyptic circles were personally concerned about the 
argument. between Ptolemies and Seleucids over the fate of Syria.*® 
The apocalyptic author possibly incorporated a chronicle of the 
empires of the Diadochoi into his vaticinium. 

The dismissal of the diotkétés Apollonius and the attempt to 
simplify the administration by the introduction of local stratégot, 
coupled with the abolition of the distinction between military and 
economic executives, evidently led to a set-back in economic pro- 
ductivity. The king had to resort to a debasement of coinage which 
continued under Ptolemy IV and gradually led to inflation of 
copper currency.*’ The first part of the history of the Tobiads, 
which has been preserved for us by Josephus, presumably belongs 
to the time of Euergetes; Josephus puts it in the wrong period.*8 
For all its romance-like elaborations, the narrative illuminates the 
changed situation in Palestine under Ptolemy III. According to the 
story, the high priest Onias II, the brother-in-law of the feudal 
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lord Tobias, known to us from the Zeno papyri, refused to pay the 
annual instalment of tribute to the king. This was probably not 
because of an old man’s stubbornness, as the Tobiad romance 
relates; people would have become weary of the regimentation of 
the Ptolemaic administration, and perhaps expected that Seleucus 
II Callinicus would take over the reins of power. The king prompt- 
ly threatened to confiscate Jewish land and to settle military colon- 
ists on it. The threat was averted as a result of the intervention of 
Joseph, a nephew of the high priest and son of the feudal lord 
Tobias; in recompense, Josephus received the office of prostasia, 
i.e., he became political representative of the Jewish ethnos to the 
Ptolemaic administration. He now had in Judaea a similar position 
to that formerly held by the pehah under the Persians. By offering 
to double the tax yield, in Alexandria he succeeded in taking over 
responsibility for collecting taxes from the whole of ‘Syria and 
Phoenicia’. When individual Hellenized cities, like Ashkelon and 
Scythopolis, rebelled against the increase in taxation, he succeeded 
in overcoming their resistance; he held office for twenty-two years, 
presumably down to the outbreak of the Third Syrian War, i.e. 
from about 240 to 218 Bc.*9 In this capacity he became the first 
great Jewish banker, maintaining a permanent agency in Alexandria 
and depositing large sums there. These developments fit in well 
with the administrative reforms of the king who, after the dismissal 
of the financial genius Apollonius, attempted to simplify the com- 
plicated bureaucratic administration and increase the revenue from 
tax. However, as discoveries of coins in Palestine indicate, the 
additional exploitation reduced the amount of currency in circu- 
lation, and under his regime the economic power of the Ptolemies 
gradually began to decline (see n. 47 above). 'The rise of the Tobiad 
Joseph did, however, have advantages as far as the Jews were con- 
cerned: Jerusalem, which hitherto had been relatively unimportant, 
now became a significant economic and political centre. Polybius 
still sees Jerusalem primarily as a holy place: he speaks of the Jews 
who ‘live around the temple called Hierosolyma’.59 Whereas the 
feudal lord Tobias lived in 'Transjordania, Joseph and the later 
Tobiads worked in the city; that means that the nobility, too, in- 
creasingly began to live in the capital, thus opening it up more and 
more to Hellenistic influence. Like his father Tobias before him, 
Joseph seems to have sat relatively loosely to the precepts of the 
Torah. After describing his life, the Tobiad romance praises him 
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in the following terms. ‘A noble and generous man, who led 
the Jewish people out of poverty and misery into a splendid way 
of life.’ Here we have clear signs of a viewpoint which at a later 
date the Jewish Hellenists in the time of Antiochus IV wanted to 
adopt as their programme. It is expressed in I Maccabees 1.11: 
only close economic, political and cultural contact with their non- 
Jewish, Hellenized — or, as we would now put it, ‘progressive’ — 
environment will improve the lot of the Jews in Palestine; cutting 
themselves off from it had been a constant source of misfortune. 

The book of Koheleth (Ecclesiastes) is another work which sheds 
light on the situation of the Jews in Palestine under Ptolemaic rule. 
While it would be wrong to find in it direct influence from Greek 
philosophical schools, we can certainly detect the atmosphere of 
the early Hellenistic period and familiarity with Greek proverbial 
wisdom and poetry.®? Reference to political and social conditions 
are of interest to us here: 


If you see in a province the poor oppressed and justice and right 
violently taken away, do not be amazed at the matter; for the 
high official is watched by a higher, and there are yet higher ones 
over them (5.7). 


We may see this as an allusion to the bureaucratic administration 
of the Ptolemies which we find, say, in the Zeno papyri. We may 
see a reference in 10.20 to the practice of denunciation, which was 
widespread in the Hellenistic monarchies ;53 the wise man, who 
himself stands ‘under the shadow of money’, sees through the 
cupidity of the new Hellenistic-oriental manager and criticizes it: 


He who loves money will not be satisfied with money; 
nor he who loves wealth, with gain: this also is vanity. 
When goods increase, they increase who eat them (5.10f.). 


An addition to 5.7 probably alludes to the interest of the Ptolemies 
in increasing the agricultural yield: ‘But in all, a king is an advan- 
tage to a land with cultivated fields.’54 The work of the Chronicler, 
which also comes from the early Hellenistic period, describes the 
interest of king Uzziah in agriculture in similar terms. Not only 
did he build fortresses and equip them with engines of war (see 
pp. 19f. above); he ‘had large herds in the . . . plain, and he had 
farmers and vinedressers in the hills and in the fertile lands, for 
he loved the soil.’55 
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We can understand how the old prophetic criticism of riches, 
luxury and the violence of those in power took on a new topicality, 
and how the anti-Hellenistic opposition could interpret the social 
term ‘poor’ in the sense of ‘pious’. The piety of the poor, a theme 
developed above all in apocalyptic circles, thus implied a clear 
protest against the change of social structures by the alien Hel- 
lenistic government and its aristocratic accomplices.56 
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Palestine down to its Conquest by 
Antiochus III (223-200Bc) 


During the first eighty years of the third century the Seleucids, 
who had a far larger kingdom with inexhaustible resources, failed 
to take control of the disputed territory of Coele Syria. A number 
of things stood in their way: dynastic struggles which kept flaring 
up again, the invasion of Asia Minor by the Gauls, the rivalry of the 
ambitious kingdom of Pergamum and the premature, violent death 
of their most capable ruler. Ptolemaic diplomacy, combined with 
a militant defensive strategy, had been stronger than all the 
Seleucid attacks. However, in 223, when Antiochus III became 
king shortly after his twentieth birthday,? following the murder of 
his brother Seleucus III Soter, old plans for the conquest of the 
territory were revived. Although Molon, satrap of Media, had 
defected, in summer 221 the young king launched a first attack — 
on the advice of his ‘vizier’ Hermias — and crossed the northern 
frontier of Ptolemaic territory in Syria.? It seemed an opportune 
moment, as Ptolemy III had died at the end of 222 Bc and his son 
Ptolemy IV Philopator, then only seventeen and tutored by Eras- 
tosthenes, showed more interest in abstract thinking and the arts 
than in the harsh reality of politics and administration. Polybius 
describes him as the spoilt rex otiosus who, shielded from the syco- 
phants at court, did what pleased him without bothering about the 
national interest.4 

Antiochus occupied the plain of Massyas, present-day Biqa‘, 
but his attack was halted at the line of defence set up by the 
Ptolemaic general Theodotus in its narrow southern end, between 
the fortresses of Gerrha and Brochoi.® After a number of unsuccess- 
ful assaults, Antiochus was forced to retreat. In the following year 
he crushed the revolt of the satrapies in the East and made prepara- 
tions for a new attack. Despite the defection of his kinsman 
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Achaeus, who made himself king of Asia Minor, Antiochus con- 
centrated all his attention on the conquest of Coele Syria. Philo- 
pator was given bad advice by his ministers Sosibius andAgathocles. 
Not only had he failed to prepare for a new attack from the north; 
in addition he fell foul of the capable general Theodotus, governor 
of the province and victor at the time of the first attack. Antiochus 
began the Fourth Syrian War — which was in fact the sixth military 
encounter — in the spring of 219 by capturing the Ptolemaic enclave 
of Seleuceia in Pieria, at the very gates of Antioch.6 There he 
received a letter from Ptolemy’s general Theodotus, who had re- 
belled against Philopator in Ake-Ptolemais, inviting him to attack 
Coele Syria. For the first time, thanks to Polybius, we have a 
detailed account of a Seleucid campaign in Phoenicia and Palestine. 
Antiochus again invaded the Biqa‘, by-passed the fortresses of 
Brochoi and Gerrha, and seized the pass near Berytus. Thereupon 
Ptolemy’s army, which had been laying siege to Ptolemais, capital 
of a rebel province, abandoned the attempt and withdrew. The 
acquisition of Tyre and Ptolemais brought the king massive pro- 
visions, and forty ships.? He gave up his plan to launch a direct 
attack on Pelusium, which had proved fatal to so many attacks on 
Egypt, as soon as he heard of the massive defence measures of the 
Egyptians. Instead of this he proceeded to occupy the smaller 
cities of Phoenicia and Palestine. They readily surrendered; only 
the larger fortresses, as for example Dora, on the coast, were bold 
enough to offer any resistance. Treachery broke open the splendid 
Ptolemaic system of defence in depth. Taken aback by the defec- 
tion of Theodotus and the rapid successes of Antiochus, Philopator 
and his counsellor Sosibius felt too weak to invade Palestine im- 
mediately. Instead, they tried to gain time to make proper prepara- 
tions, and entered into negotiations with the Seleucids. Antiochus, 
preoccupied with the siege of Dora, agreed to a cease-fire for four 
months during the winter. He left behind garrisons in the territory 
which he had captured under the command of the renegade 
Theodotus, and with the greater part of his army moved to 
Seleuceia in the hope (which was reinforced by Philopator) that 
no attempts would be made to recapture lost ground and that in 
effect the province was already his.8 Of course the negotiations in 
Memphis, skilfully manipulated by the Egyptians, came to nothing 
— the Egyptians even managed to conceal their preparations for war 
from the eyes of the Seleucid delegation — and in the spring of 218 


To its Conquest by Antiochus III (223-200 BC) 35 


Antiochus set out to conquer the rest of Palestine. However, in the 
meantime, Ptolemy’s general Nicolaus — like Theodotus, an Aeto- 
lian — had advanced into Phoenicia and occupied both the ‘pass of 
the planes’ and Porphyreonpolis, between Berytus and Sidon.? In 
a combined action by land and sea, Antiochus forced him to retreat 
to Sidon. The victor refrained from laying siege to the city, and 
instead invaded Galilee, occupying Philoteria, where the Jordan 
flows out of Lake Genessaret, and Scythopolis, in an important 
strategic position. He also captured the mountain fortress of 
Atabyrion, i.e. Tabor, by a stratagem. A whole series of Ptolemy’s 
officers came over to his side, some with their troops, a clear indi- 
cation of the decline of Ptolemaic rule over Palestine. Antiochus 
largely owed his successes to these renegades.19 He crossed the 
Jordan, took Pella in the Jordan valley, and Camus and Ephron 
(Gephrus) in the hill-country of Gilead. The aim of this thrust 
into Transjordania was to join forces with the Arab tribes, who 
promptly and with one accord took his side. We may assume that 
this reference is above all to the Nabataeans, who had not forgotten 
the way in which Philadelphus had humiliated them and the 
Ptolemies had restricted their power.!! Strengthened by their sup- 
port, and abundantly provided for, Antiochus siezed the fortress 
of Abila to which Nicias, the friend and kinsman of a local ruler, 
Menneos, had vainly attempted to give aid. Evidently the Ptolemies 
had to some degree entrusted the defence of the eastern frontier, 
against the Arabs and other enemies (as in the cleruchy of the 
Jewish feudal lord Tobias), to local forces.12 Following that, after a 
short siege he occupied the particularly powerful fortress of 
Gadara. There he heard news that a powerful force was assem- 
bling in Rabbath-‘Ammon which was plundering the territory of 
the Arabs who had gone over to Antiochus; this presumably con- 
sisted of units from the Ptolemaic ‘military frontier’ in Ammanitis, 
the military colony of the Tobiads.18 He shelved his other plans 
and attacked the almost inaccessible fortress. All attempts came to 
nothing until a prisoner disclosed the secret source of its water 
supply and lack of water forced the garrison to capitulate. Follow- 
ing this, Antiochus sent two of Ptolemy’s former officers who had 
come over to him, with a force of five thousand men, ‘into the 
territory near Samaria’; we may take this to include Judaea and 
Jerusalem, even though they are not mentioned by name.!4 There 
is perhaps an intrinsic connection between the conquest of the 
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territory of the Tobiads in Ammanitis and the advance into 
Samaria-Judaea. It is remarkable that at this point — in contrast to 
his account of the Fifth Syrian War — the historian passes over the 
ethnos of the Jews in silence. Evidently they had no independent 
military significance in Palestine for a reporter whose attention was 
drawn primarily to the great Ptolemaic fortresses. ‘Towards the end 
of 218 Antiochus went to his winter quarters in Ptolemais. 

By the early part of the next year, Philopator had completed his 
preparations and marched east from Pelusium. Antiochus moved 
south along the coast. On 22 June 217 Bc, the two armies met at 
Raphia on the southern frontier of Palestine. A mad attempt by 
the renegade Theodotus to assassinate Ptolemy IV misfired; the 
king was saved by a young Jewish apostate, Dositheos the son of 
Drimylos.15 The kaleidoscopic Seleucid army included ten thou- 
sand Arabs under the command of a certain Zabdibelus, and select 
Syrian troops;!6 Antiochus’ riders and his Indian elephants were 
superior to the African ones on the Egyptian side. However, the 
decisive factor was the firmness of the Ptolemaic phalanx, trained 
by Greek mercenaries and Egyptians well versed in Macedonian 
ways. While the young Antiochus III was pursuing the fleeing 
cavalry of his opponents, an annihilating defeat was inflicted on his 
own army.1? Over the following years this decisive contribution by 
native Egyptian troops bolstered up the confidence of the fellahin, 
and led to constant unrest in Egypt. Antiochus fled with the rest of 
his army to Gaza and negotiated a brief cease-fire in order to bury 
the dead. His losses amounted to 10,000 infantry and 300 cavalry, 
whereas Ptolemy’s casualties were only 1,500 and 700 respectively. 
The Seleucid was forced to retreat from the conquered province 
as rapidly as possible,!8 while the Phoenician cities vied with one 
another in paying homage to their legitimate ruler. Polybius ex- 
plicitly stresses that the sympathies of the Palestinians had always 
been with the royal house in Alexandria.19 

As soon as he reached Antioch, Antiochus began peace negotia- 
tions without delay, as he was afraid of being squeezed between 
Achaeus in Asia Minor and Ptolemy in the south. After some delay, 
the Egyptian king, delighted at his unexpected success and without 
any political or military ambition, gladly acceded to the request. 
He had not impeded his opponent’s retreat and — after the decree 
of Raphia — only advanced into Seleucid territory, for three weeks, 
when the negotiations seemed to be dragging on too long.2° He 
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had no plans for conquest and did not even ask for the restoration 
9f Seleuceia in Pieria, which had been lost some time before. All 
shat happened was that the old frontier was largely restored. Possi- 
sly the unrest among the Egyptian detachments encouraged him 
:o work towards peace.?! Instead of further military successes, he 
and his consort, Arsinoe, his sister, allowed themselves to be feted 
oy the cities of the province which he had won back. He visited 
ts sanctuaries, to demonstrate his reverence for the gods of the 
and and to receive the manifold demonstrations of homage from 
ts inhabitants.22 Honorific inscriptions from Marisa, Joppa and 
she neighbourhood of Tyre?® bear witness to this royal visit to the 
srovince, which is said to have lasted for four months after the 
Jecree of Raphia.24 Despite all the romance-like elaboration, there 
nay well be a historical nucleus to the legendary account in III 
Maccabees of Philopator’s unfortunate visit to the Temple in 
Jerusalem.25 The book of Daniel, which describes the Fourth 
Syrian War in some detail, also talks in the end of the ‘arrogance’ of 
Philapator, who overthrew ten thousand but whose power had no 
=ndurance.26 As a result of his laziness and indolence, Ptolemy IV 
ill too quickly gave away the fruits of his victory; ‘he could have 
-obbed Antiochus of his kingdom had he supported his good for- 
‘une with action’.2? 

As a result, developments in the two kingdoms over the follow- 
ng years went in opposite directions. Whereas Antiochus III first 
»verthrew the usurper Achaeus in Asia Minor (216-213) and after 
chat undertook his famous anabasis into the eastern provinces 
which led to the restoration of the kingdom of his great-grandfather 
Seleucus I (212-205), Ptolemaic Egypt was troubled with increas- 
ng internal unrest. Above all in Upper Egypt, the native inhabit- 
ants, goaded on by their priests, rebelled against the rising taxation 
dy means of which the king sought to make good his financial 
osses caused by the war. In 207 Bc Thebais left the confederate 
<ingdom and for twenty years was an independent kingdom with 
native Nubian monarchs.?8 Here we can see a basic crisis in the 
relationship between the Hellenistic monarchy and the indigenous 
population which was to become even more serious in the second 
century. The mood of the Egyptian /aoz is illuminated by apocalyp- 
tic-sounding texts such as the Demotic chronicle and the Potter’s 
Oracle, which dreamed of the end of foreign rule in Egypt.29 The 
king was compelled to make an attempt to counter this develop- 
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ment by yielding to some extent to the wishes of the indigenous 
population. Greater importance was now attached to early Egyp- 
tian religion and its traditions. We may expect that this crisis also 
left its mark on conditions in Palestine, though our sources only 
drop hints in this direction. For example, the Tobiad romance in 
Josephus reports that Joseph, the man with ultimate responsibility 
for collecting taxes, whose relationship with the royal house seemed 
to have become rather cooler, sent his youngest son Hyrcanus to 
Alexandria to celebrate the birth of the heir to the throne — perhaps 
the later Ptolemy V Epiphanes, 210 Bc — where he won favour from 
the king and his friends as a result of generous gifts. Having re- 
turned to Jerusalem, however, Hyrcanus fell foul of his father and 
above all his brothers, with the result that he had to retreat to the 
old Tobiad property on the other side of the Jordan, where he 
‘waged war on the Arabs’ and ‘exacted tribute from the bar- 
barians’.29 This probably means that he was given supreme com- 
mand over the Ptolemaic cleruchy in Ammanitis, while his position 
in Jerusalem had become untenable. This points to a change in the 
political situation in Jerusalem. The vigorous new high priest 
Simon II, ‘the Just’, son of Onias II who had once been suppressed 
by Joseph, had gained new influence — perhaps in connection with 
the split in the Tobiad family, in which he followed the majority 
of the aristocracy by siding with Hyrcanus’ brothers. The Tobiad 
romance reports that the whole people was divided into two parties 
as a result of this dispute in the leading family, the Tobiads.31 

However, it is very probable that there was a political and 
religious background to the division, and that it was not just a 
family quarrel involving the most powerful family in the land. 
Down to the time of his suicide under Antiochus IV Epiphanes, 
Hyrcanus, who had acquired a considerable sphere of power in 
Transjordania, remained a supporter of the Ptolemies, whereas the 
“Tobiads’ in Jerusalem, along with the high priest Simon, now — 
supported the Seleucid party. When Antiochus III finally con- 
quered Palestine, this pro-Seleucid group was evidently in the 
majority in Jerusalem, while the interests of the people were again 
wholly represented by the high priest Simon, who was very con- 
scious of his own status and of the tradition. His contemporary 
Ben Sira cannot praise him highly enough: 

He considered how to save his people from ruin, and fortified 

the city to withstand a siege.32 
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It is probable that in the province of Syria and Phoenicia, too, there 
had been a shift of mood in favour of the Seleucids as a result of 
the obvious political collapse of Ptolemaic rule in Egypt, coupled 
with increasing financial difficulties, which could be seen not least 
in the inflation of copper currency.33 Among the Jews in particular, 
this change may also have been helped on by a somewhat anti- 
semitic policy of Philopater in Egypt, which is described by III 
Maccabees (legendary though it is). According to this account the 
king, whose interest in the cult of Dionysus is also attested else- 
where, attempted to convert the Jews by force to the worship of 
Dionysus.*4 

Antiochus III reaped the fruits of this development in the so- 
called Fifth Syrian War of 202-200 sc. His successful expedition 
into the eastern provinces as far as Bactria and ‘India’, a kind of 
imitation of Alexander, had also increased his prestige in the West; 
he took the title ‘the great king’ (basileus megas) to distinguish him- 
self from the kings of Armenia, Parthia and Bactria who had now 
become his vassals.?5 The letter of Antiochus to Zeuxis, the stratégos 
of Asia Minor, handed down by Josephus, in which he orders the 
settlement of two thousand Jewish cleruchs from Babylonia, to- 
gether with their families, in Phrygia and Lydia, probably also 
comes from the time of the ‘anabasis’.26 'This means that not only 
the Ptolemies, but also the Seleucids, relied on Jewish mercenaries. 
A note inserted into II Maccabees speaks of 8,000 Jewish soldiers 
who proved decisive in a fight against the Galatians — presumably 
under Antiochus I.3’ As a result of his expedition to India, Antio- 
chus had not only extended his sphere of influence quite consider- 
ably; at the same time he had carried through an administrative 
reform which replaced the great satrapies, which had grown too 
powerful, with smaller administrative units. At the same time, the 
advancement of the ruler cult served to strengthen the unity of the 
kingdom.*8 His son Antiochus IV Epiphanes later sought to con- 
tinue this policy — on essentially less favourable presuppositions. 

At the end of 205 sc, Philopator had died in Egypt —in mysterious 
circumstances. The court kept his death secret for a long time. The 
throne was then occupied by Ptolemy V Epiphanes, a five-year-old 
child. Antiochus took advantage of the weakness of his opponent 
first of all to seize the Ptolemaic possessions in southern Asia 
Minor and then to attack Coele Syria, after making a secret agree- 
ment with Philip V of Macedon (202 Bc).39 We are considerably 
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less well informed about the Fifth Syrian War than we are about 
the Fourth, as the relevant passages in Polybius have almost all 
been lost. We know only the most important events.40 The pro- 
vince was evidently much easier prey than eighteen years before. 
Only Gaza, which had special links with Egypt because it was the 
terminus of trade with Arabia, offered lengthy resistance before it 
was taken.*! When the king had withdrawn to winter quarters, the 
Ptolemaic general Scopas took the opportunity of advancing into 
Palestine with his army and recapturing the southern part of the 
country (winter 201/200). The Jews in Jerusalem, who had largely 
become Seleucid supporters — presumably following the lead of the 
high priest Simon and the Tobiads — were the chief to feel the 
weight of Ptolemy’s vengeance. Josephus quotes Polybius, who in 
this connection for the first time gives a lengthy account of the 
Jews, though all that we now have is the brief quotation in Jose- 
phus: in the winter Scopas ‘conquered the people (ethnos) of the 
Jews’.42 Evidently the Jewish ethnos in Palestine, under the leader- 
ship of the high priest Simon the Just, now played a larger role than 
in earlier campaigns. By contrast, the seer in the book of Daniel 
describes this revolt against the Ptolemies in negative terms: ‘In 
those times many shall rise against the king of the south; and the 
men of violence among your own people shall lift themselves up 
in order to fulfil the vision; but they shall fall.’43 Jerome (following 
Porphyry) already saw that this is a description of the fight between 
the supporters of the Ptolemies and the pro-Seleucid party.“4 Thus 
the century-long struggle of the great powers over Coele Syria led 
to a division in the religious community in Palestine, a division 
which appeared again at the time of Antiochus IV Epiphanes, pro- 
voked the period of religious oppression and led to the Maccabean 
rebellion. However, a little later Scopas suffered a devastating 
defeat at the hands of Antiochus III at Paneion, by the sources of 
the Jordan.45 He escaped to Sidon with ten thousand men, the 
ruins of his force. After three unsuccessful attempts at a relief, he 
was forced to capitulate in 199 Bc in exchange for safe conduct.46 
After his victory at Paneion, Antiochus occupied Palestine for the 
second time. Polybius mentions Batanaea in Transjordania, 
Samaria, Abila and Hadara — three fortresses which had already 
played a role in 218 — and finally also the city of Jerusalem and its 
Temple. According to Josephus and Porphyry-Jerome, the Jews 
gave powerful support to the king by overpowering the Ptolemaic 
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garrison in the citadel of the city, and also provided copious pro- 
visions for the Seleucid army, including its elephants.4” We also 
hear from Jerome that Egyptian troops evacuated to Egypt the 
Jews who had supported Ptolemy.48 Thus the ‘hundred-year war’ 
over Phoenicia and Palestine was finally decided in favour of the 
Seleucids. To begin with, it seemed as though the indigenous 
population, including the Jews, were well pleased with the new 
solution, despite their considerable sufferings in the battles which 
had been waged over them — Jerusalem itself had been partially 
destroyed.49 


5 


Palestine under Seleucid Rule down to 
the Death of Antiochus (III 200-187 Bc) 


Antiochus sought to gain or to retain the sympathies of his new 
subjects in Coele Syria by means of a skilful policy. We have three 
pieces of evidence for this statement, two of which have been 
preserved by Josephus, while the third was discovered a number 
of years ago in Hefzibah, west of Scythopolis. They are: 1) a letter 
from the king to Ptolemy, stratégos of Coele Syria, in favour of the 
Jews and their Temple;! 2) extracts from a royal edict? concerned 
to preserve the ritual purity of Jerusalem and the Temple; and 
3) a correspondence consisting of six letters from the period be- 
tween 201 and 195 Bc which was given the form of an inscription 
and which relates to the possessions of Ptolemy son of 'Thraseas, 
the stratégos, in the plain of Megiddo.? The communication of the 
king to the same stratégos, concerning the Jews, takes the form of 
an edict in which Antiochus expresses his thanks for the powerful 
support given by the Jews in the battles fought on their territory. 
In reality, these ‘demonstrations of royal favour’ did not rest on a 
spontaneous act of the king; they were the fruits of negotiations 
in which the priest Johanan had played a decisive part in the role 
of chief delegate. His son Eupolemus was later to be the leader of a 
Jewish delegation to Rome in the time of Judas Maccabaeus.4 The 
content of the royal decree is no more than it was customary for the 
king to concede to other war-torn cities, say in Asia Minor, from 
the Persian period onwards. However, the recipient here is the 
ethnos of the Jews rather than the city of Jerusalem. Jerusalem is 
mentioned only as a ‘city of the Jews’; in other words, it had no 
‘civic rights’ corresponding to those of a Greek polis.5 The king 
promised to support the rebuilding of the Temple and the daily 
sacrifice by the provision of goods in kind. Certain people were 
exempt from personal taxation (poll-tax, tax on produce and salt 
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tax): the leaders of the ethnos, the gerousia as the supreme political 
authority (it must have come into being in the Ptolemaic period) ;6 
the priests, the Temple scribes (i.e. the forerunners of the later 
scribes) and the Temple singers (but not all Levites). Those who 
returned to the city, which had been largely destroyed, were to 
have three years exemption from tax,’ and the tribute to be paid 
by the Jewish ethnos was to be reduced by a third as compensation 
for war damage. The annual contribution under the Ptolemies 
probably amounted to three hundred talents, but this was again 
raised considerably by the successors of Antiochus III.8 All those 
who had been wrongfully enslaved under war conditions were to be 
given their freedom. Finally, all members of the ethnos — including 
those living in the Diaspora — were given the right to ‘live in 
accordance with the laws of their fathers’, as had already hap- 
pened under the Persians and Alexander. In this way the traditional 
Law of Moses was given its legitimation as the ‘royal law’ for the 
Jews.9 About twenty-five years later there were Jewish ‘Hellenists’ 
from Jerusalem who were given permission by the new king 
Antiochus IV Epiphanes to disregard the ‘royal favour’ and to give 
Jerusalem a new constitution, namely that of a Greek city called 
Antiocheia.10 We have a new parallel to this edict of Antiochus III 
in the philanthropiai which he showed to the city of Teos in Ionia. 
Here he granted complete exemption from tax to citizens on 
account of the war damage they had endured and previous ex- 
ploitations by the Attalids, along with the right of asylum; in other 
words, the concessions to this Greek polis went far beyond those 
made to the Jewish ethnos.1 

The second edict prohibited foreigners entering the sanctuary — 
a privilege which the Romans also recognized at a later datel? — 
together with the introduction of the meat and skins and also the 
breeding of unclean animals. Only sacrificial animals could be kept 
in the city. Infringements were to be punished with heavy fines. 
These regulations, presumably prompted by the high priest Simon 
and the orthodox members of the priesthood, inevitably limited the 
significance of Jerusalem as a trading centre. With such inconveni- 
ent rules, non-Jewish trading caravans will have avoided the city 
as far as possible. Right down to the time of the Jewish war against 
Rome in AD 66-7013 we keep finding this tendency to use ritual 
prohibitions to restrict economic contacts with the Gentile world, 
which were thought to be dangerous. Conflicts which were to flare 
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up soon afterwards should be seen against the background of this 
edict concerning the ‘sanctification’ of the Temple and the city, 
which was promulgated to serve the interests of the orthodox.14 
Such an edict, with its restrictions on trade, represented a challenge 
to the ‘progressive’ group for whom segregation from their 
Hellenistic-Semitic environment had long been a painful matter. 

The inscription in Hefzibah near Scythopolis relates to the pro- 
tection of the village population in the far-flung possessions of 
Ptolemy son of Thraseas from outrages by the Seleucid occupying 
forces. In 219 Bc, at the beginning of the Fourth Syrian War, this 
Ptolemy had still been an army commander in the Ptolemaic ser- 
vice, but he later went over to the Seleucid side and under Antio- 
chus III became stratégos of the new province of Coele Syria and 
chief priest of the ruler cult.15 The king’s letter about the ‘demon- 
strations of favour’ to the Jews had been addressed to him. It 
remains uncertain whether his property in the plain of Megiddo 
already belonged to him when he was serving Ptolemy, or whether 
it was given him out of the ‘royal land’ as a reward for his defection; 
the inscription speaks both of private property and of (royal) in- 
vestment (ezs to patrikon). In the earliest letter, written in 201 when 
the war was still on, Ptolemy is given permission for his villages to 
enter into reciprocal exchanges and trade — presumably without 
being taxed. In a further, later correspondence the soldiers are 
forbidden to take up quarters in these villages, to make requisi- 
tions, or to drive the inhabitants from their homes. A tenfold fine 
is threatened for any damage done.16 

That Antiochus took pains to tread carefully during the transfer 
of power is also clear from the fact that he left Ptolemy’s supporter 
Hyrcanus the Tobiad, unmolested in his territory in Ammanitis — 
his power was only broken by Antiochus IV Epiphanes.!? In con- 
trast to Ptolemaic Egypt, the administration of the Seleucid empire 
was ‘federal’ rather than central, and even after the administrative 
reforms carried out by Antiochus ITI, individual cities, peoples and 
dynasts were allowed a considerable degree of independence.18 
Thus to begin with the Seleucid rule in Palestine will have come 
as an improvement in the situation for the population of the pro- 
vince, especially as it had been combined with a reduction in taxa- 
tion. The activity of the new rulers in the new province is also 
illustrated by the founding or renaming of a number of cities; as a 
rule, however, they are usually to be attributed to the sons of 


To the Death of Antiochus III (200-187 BC) 45 


Antiochus III, Seleucus IV and Antiochus IV Epiphanes. 
Tcherikover conjectures that Antiochus III founded only an 
Antiocheia and a Seleuceia on Lake Hulah in honour of his decisive 
victory over Scopas in 200 Bc.19 

In the meantime, of course, a new power had appeared on the 
scene. In the year in which Antiochus III finally conquered 
Palestine, Rome declared war on Philip V of Macedon. The Roman 
delegation which presented the ultimatum to the Macedonian king, 
requiring him to give up all his conquests in Asia Minor and the 
Aegean, also went on to visit Antiochus — possibly while he was 
still in Palestine — and to secure his neutrality in the coming con- 
flict. It did not accept Egypt’s offer of an alliance. In its dealings 
with the Hellenistic monarchies, then, Rome relied on the well- 
tried policy of ‘divide and conquer’. Antiochus was to be prevented 
from coming to the aid of Philip V of Macedon, his ally against 
Egypt and Rome’s chief enemy; the Ptolemies were the chief ones 
to suffer. The Seleucid conquest of Coele Syria hardly affected the 
Romans. However, Antiochus probably promised that he himself 
would not attack Egypt.20 This gave Rome a free hand against 
Macedon, which suffered an annihilating defeat at the hands of 
Titus Flaminius in 197, at Cynoscephalae in Thessaly. The final 
decline of the Hellenistic monarchies had begun. Antiochus must 
have been aware of the threat in the West, even if he under- 
estimated the new opponent. He rejected a Roman delegation 
which in 196 Bc asked him to grant freedom to the Greek cities in 
Asia Minor and at the same time offered mediation in the conflict 
between the Seleucids and the Ptolemies, and himself took the 
initiative in coming to terms with his old enemy. In 197 Bc, 
Ptolemy V Epiphanes, barely fourteen years old, was declared of 
age and crowned. The Seleucid peace negotiations began with him 
and came to a final conclusion in 194/93 with the marriage of the 
young ruler to Antiochus’ daughter Cleopatra, the first Ptolemaic 
queen of this name. It is possible that the king provisionally ceded 
some of the produce of Coele Syria to Ptolemy as a “dowry’, to 
alleviate his loss of the province. At a later date the guardians of his 
son, Ptolemy VI Philometor, attempted to claim this from 
Antiochus IV Epiphanes as a right. However, the Seleucids 
emphatically retained political jurisdiction and military power.?! 
With peace buttressed by this linking of dynasties, Antiochus felt 
that he had secured his rear and could devote attention to his enter- 
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prises in Western Asia Minor and in Greece; thus war with Rome 
had become inevitable. He ended 190 in Magnesia in Lydia with a 
catastrophe both for him and for the Seleucid monarchy. Antio- 
chus’ multi-national army — which included Medes, Elamites, 
Syrians and Arab camel troops?? — suffered an annihilating defeat 
from an army of Romans and their allies only half the size, under 
the command of the Scipio brothers. The defeat was pressed home 
by the peace conditions laid upon the king at Apameia in 188 Bc. 
Seleucid possessions in Asia Minor as far as the Taurus had to be 
forfeited; they were transferred to the kingdom of Pergamum.The 
elephants used in war had to be handed over and the fleet reduced 
to ten ships. This made any active policy in the west impossible. 
Furthermore, Antiochus had to pay the victor 12,000 talents within 
twelve years as war damage,?° a considerable amount which proved 
a heavy burden on the finances of the kingdom, especially as the 
king took great pains to keep to the conditions of the treaty. The 
loss of the silver mines in Asia Minor caused difficulties in the 
future for his monetary policy. Consequently the lessening of 
taxation in Palestine which had initially been introduced by 
Antiochus will not have lasted for long.24 The inroads continually 
made by Seleucid rulers into the rich sanctuaries in their kingdom 
must be seen in this light. Local inhabitants killed Antiochus ITI 
‘comme un vulgaire bandit’, only a year after the peace treaty, 
when he was attempting to plunder the treasures of a temple in 
Elymais (187 sBc).25 Under his son Seleucus IV, the ‘vizier’ 
Heliodorus seized the ‘Temple treasure in Jerusalem, and Polybius 
says of Antiochus IV Epiphanes: ‘He plundered numerous sanc- 
tuaries’. In particular, he completely stripped the rich Temple in 
Jerusalem. What the Hellenistic rulers took for granted as their 
right must have seemed sacrilege and wickedness to their subjects, 
and will have strengthened opposition against them.26 A further 
consequence was that Ptolemy V Epiphanes had renewed hopes of 
winning back Palestine and Phoenicia, and the conflict which had 
apparently been settled broke out again. Ptolemy’s supporters were 
given considerable encouragement — in Judaea also.2? Thus the 
catastrophe of Magnesia proved to be the start of new and bitter 
conflicts for Palestine, as a frontier province of the Seleucid king- 
dom. For ages the prestige of the Hellenistic monarchies had been 
bound up entirely with the success of their kings in war. Defeat at 
the hands of republican Rome had shaken the Seleucid kingdom, 
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giving encouragement to the national independence movements in 
the eastern provinces and in Phoenicia and Coele Syria. It is one of 
the contradictions of history that at the very point when the decline 
of the Hellenistic kingdoms became obvious, radical reformers in 
Jerusalem set about changing the holy city into a Seleucid polis 
with a Greek constitution. 

We again find the apocalyptic historian of the book of Daniel a 
careful observer of the catastrophic fate of Antiochus III:28 ‘After- 
ward he (the king of the north) shall turn his face to the coastlands, 
and shall take many of them. But a commander (qgasin here for 
consul) shall put an end to his insolence; with a curse?9 he shall 
pay him out for it. Then he shall turn his face back towards the 
fortresses of his own land; but he shall stumble and fall, and shall 
not be found.’ 

The new situation in Judaea at the beginning of Seleucid rule is 
illustrated by a series of allusions in Ben Sira, who himself may 
have been one of the “Temple scribes’ mentioned in the edict of 
Antiochus III. His work combines the high estimation of modest 
possessions and hard work held by ancient wisdom, with terse, 
prophetic-sounding polemic against the extravagance of riches and 
the exploitation of the worker; he also warns against foreign 
traders.30 The heroes of his great national and religious past, down 
to Simon the Just, are celebrated in the ‘praise of the fathers’ ; but at 
the same time the sons are warned to keep together.*! There is also 
an unmistakable warning given to those who despise the Law, to 
apostates and doubters.32 Behind this stands the threatening in- 
fluence of Hellenistic civilization on the aristocracy. In contrast to 
this, Ben Sira identifies the divine wisdom which permeates the 
whole world with the Torah of Moses.®3 His political attitude is 
illuminated by his prayer for the eschatological liberation from 
heathen and Seleucid rule. It is also typical of the feelings of the 
Jewish worshipping community throughout the early Hellenistic 
period, who no longer wanted to be a pawn in the game constantly 
played by the godless world-powers: 


Have mercy upon us, O Lord, the God of all, and look upon us, 
and cause the fear of thee to fall upon all the nations. 

Lift up thy hand against foreign nations | 

and let them see thy might. 


A cryptic allusion is made to the Gentile ruler and his cult: 
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Crush the head of the prince of Moab, 
who says, “There is no (God) but me.’ 


The concluding formula, following Deutero-Isaiah, shows that 
universal breadth which becomes typical of Jewish apocalyptic in 
Hellenistic times: 


And all who are on the earth will know 
that thou art the Lord, the God of the ages.34 


I] 


Aspects of the ‘Hellenization’ 
of Judaism 





The Problem of ‘Hellenization’ in the 
Early Hellenistic Period 


Two difficulties stand in the way of a description of the ‘Helleniza- 
tion’ of Judaism or, in other words, the interplay between Judaism 
and Hellenistic culture in the pre-Maccabean period, i.e. in the 
brief 160 years between 333 and 175 Bc. 

First, we only have very fragmentary and sporadic information 
about the Jews in Palestine and in the Diaspora during this period. 
The non-Jewish literary sources are almost completely silent, and 
where they do provide any information, very little of it is concerned 
with the adoption of Hellenistic culture by the Jews. By and large, 
too, the epigraphic, papyrological and archaeological evidence is 
scanty and often difficult to interpret. We can only guess at the 
dating of Jewish writings from the period and they can usually be 
used only as “indirect evidence’ of the penetration (or rejection) of 
Hellenism, since either — at least on the surface — there is no men- 
tion at all of links with the Hellenistic world or, if the writing is 
polemical or apologetic, the accounts are tendentious. Almost all 
the Jewish literature from this period that has come down to us is 
essentially religious and nationalistic propaganda.! Given this 
source material, then, we shall never arrive at a complete picture; 
at best, it is only possible to attempt to describe individual situa- 
tions and lines of development as information happens to have 
come down to us from the sources. 

Secondly, while we can gain a fairly clear understanding of 
‘Judaism’, i.e. the members of the Jewish ethnos in their home 
country of Palestine and in the Diaspora, their religion, literature 
and way of life, the much-used terms ‘Hellenism’ or ‘Hellenization’ 
are blurred and disputed. Historians and theologians use them fre- 
quently, but it does not follow that we can be certain about what 
they mean. It is therefore worth while looking at the terms rather 
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more closely. In this context, ‘Hellenism’ does not mean just a 
historical period,? say between Alexander’s expedition (334 BC) 
and the battle of Actium (31 Bc); it is to be understood as the 
designation of an apparently clearly defined culture which because 
of its aggressive character also sought to take over ancient Judaism. 
This description of Hellenism as a ‘world culture’, which ‘per- 
meated’ those parts of the East which had been conquered by 
Alexander, goes back to the first great historian of the period, 
Gustav Droysen, who was influenced by Hegel’s philosophy of 
history. To him the Greek world seemed to be the antithesis to the 
ancient East, and ‘Hellenism’ was the synthesis which found its 
consummation in Christianity.2 There is some foundation for this 
understanding in antiquity itself, specifically in Plutarch’s work 
De fortuna aut virtute Alexandri Magni. Here Alexander appears 
not only as conqueror of the world, but also as an educator with 
philosophical training and a ‘reconciler of the world’,4 who 
‘civilized barbarian kings’, ‘founded Greek cities among the wild 
peoples’, and ‘taught laws and peace to lawless and uneducated 
tribes’.5 

Plutarch paints this idealistic picture under the influence of the 
Stoic idea of the citizen of the world and against the background of 
a Roman empire at peace, which had become relatively humane,é 
and had not yet been shaken by the crises of the third century AD. 
Originally the conception of the political unity of the world, along 
the lines of an ‘imperial idea’, which he took for granted, was com- 
pletely alien to the thought of the Greeks, which was oriented on 
the specific polis. By contrast, we find it in the Persian empire? — 
which the Greeks regarded as barbaric — and later in Jewish 
apocalyptic.8 In fact Alexander began his expedition as a war of 
vengeance. Even today scholars still dispute when and in what way 
he was first struck by the idea of world rule, and indeed whether 
he aimed at it at all.? This means that the notion of a self-contained 
‘Hellen(ist)ic culture’, concerned with expansion, backed by the 
philosophical and political idea of a humanitarian amalgamation of 
peoples, can hardly be projected back on the early Hellenistic 
period of Alexander’s expedition, the struggles of the Diadochoi 
and the monarchies of the third century. The victorious Mace- 
donians had themselves been accepted only in the upper strata of 
Greek culture; to Greeks proper and to orientals they therefore 
seemed to be destroyers rather than ‘bringers of culture’. Both 
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Demosthenes, who hated the Macedonians, and Isocrates, who 
marvelled at Philip II, still describe them as ‘barbarians’.19 If we 
discount Alexander, who was an exceptional figure, they certainly 
did not have a missionary zeal for civilization. Even the young king 
presumably did not do more than aim at a ‘fusing’ of the new 
Macedonian ruling class with the old Persian aristocracy, in the 
practical concern to stabilize the enormous territory over which he 
ruled.4! In other words, his motivation lay in the pragmatic sphere 
of power politics rather than in the humanitarian realm. Signi- 
ficantly, the Macedonian military assembly held after the death of 
the king immediately gave these plans up. It is of course astonish- 
ing how quickly the Macedonians, who until shortly beforehand 
had been regarded as ‘barbarians’, now took over the ‘élitist’ con- 
ceptions of the Greeks and did so without reservation. 

Thus in the first place the interest of the Diadochoi and the later 
Hellenistic kings lay not so much in extending Greek culture to- 
wards their oriental subjects as in securing and extending their own 
personal power. This, however, was done less by mixing with the 
orientals than by keeping apart from them, and was helped on by 
the intensive usage of Macedonians and Greeks in military matters 
and in the royal administration. The king’s power was rooted in 
the Macedonian phalanx, Greek mercenaries, officials and techni- 
cians. It called for collaborators able to think rationally, with a 
talent for organization and as few moral scruples as possible. 'This 
is why the kings founded numerous cities and military settlements 
in the ‘colonial territories’ which they had conquered in order to 
safeguard their power. The cultural ‘unity’ of the new ‘Hellenistic’ 
world, which had grown so much greater, did not lie within their 
field of vision; on the contrary, they often pursued a narrow- 
minded mercantile policy of mutual segregation (and detachment), 
and wrought destruction on one another in constant suicidal wars 
from the death of Alexander until the final victory of Rome. In the 
West, the power of Rome inherited their legacy, bringing peace 
with a great deal of force; in the East it fell to nationalistic, oriental 
rulers, and particularly to the Parthian kingdom. A more thorough 
‘Hellenization’, which also included the lower classes, only became 
a complete reality in Syria and Palestine under the protection of 
Rome, which here could come forward as the ‘saviour’ of the Greek 
cultural heritage. It was Rome which first helped ‘Hellenism’ to its 
real victory in the East — as far as the Euphrates frontier. In his- 
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torical terms, the ‘age of Hellenism’ does not come to an end with 
the battle of Actium in ap 31; that is at the point when it really 
begins to have a profound effect. It is quite remarkable that the 
innovation of using the verb aphellénizein in the transitive sense is 
to be found for the very first time in the writing of a Jew, Philo of 
Alexandria. In his encomium on the emperor Augustus, he 
enumerates the benefits brought by Roman rule, referring to the 
ending of the civil wars and the menace of the pirates, the pacifica- 
tion of ‘wild and bestial peoples’ and finally to the ‘Hellenization’ 
of barbarians. ‘He enlarged Greece with many other Greek lands 
and Hellenized the most important parts of the barbarian world, a 
guardian of the peace, who gave each man his due. . .’” (Legatio ad 
Gaium 147).12 This transitive use of hellénizein only appears again 
very much later in Libanius; the subject-matter, on the other hand, 
mentioned in connection with Alexander, appears again in the work 
of Plutarch which I have already mentioned.13 In other words, the 
cultural programme of the ‘Hellenization of barbarians’ only be- 
came a general theme in the time of the Romans. 

Thus the theme of a ‘mutual interpenetration’ of Judaism and 
Hellenism is a very complicated and even contradictory pheno- 
menon, to be found at many levels, and a first task must be to look 
more closely at the elusive and controversial terms ‘Hellenism’ and 
‘Hellenization’ in relation to particular historical phenomena. 


7 





Hellenes, Barbarians and Jews: the 
Fight for Political and Social Status 


Our starting point is the traditional Greek distinction between 
Greeks and barbarians, which became particularly pointed above 
all as a result of the victorious outcome of the Persian wars.1 Both 
words are blanket terms. The barbarians were those who spoke a 
‘foreign’ language. This negative, derogatory designation ‘in a 
striking way lumped together peoples outside the Greek world, 
whether they were highly cultured, semi-cultured or had no cul- 
ture at all’.2 The ‘Hellenes’, too, were not a ‘people’ in the strict 
sense, but a community of peoples and cities. This becomes clear 
from their original designation, Panhellénes. The theory of a blood 
relationship through a common descent from one ancestor, Hellén, 
the son of Deucalion, was secondary. This is comparable with the 
positive Jewish selection of Shem as son of Noah after the great 
flood.3 The community of the ‘Hellenes’ manifested itself in a way 
of life with a particular stamp, a culture governed by a view of the 
freedom of man and the political institutions that went with it, like 
shared games and sanctuaries drawing worshippers from wide 
areas. A shared aristocratic model of the heroes of Homer’s epics 
was stronger than the bond of a common language, which only 
arose over a long period of time out of a variety of dialects. The 
experiences of the fight for freedom against the Persians strength- 
ened the sense of togetherness and superiority, and resulted in the 
image of the barbarian becoming a negative caricature. ‘They were 
regarded as uneducated and even bestial, hostile to strangers, 
despotic or enslaved, superstitious, cruel, cowardly and faithless.4 
This negative catalogue can easily be extended. At a later date 
Cicero describes Syrians and Jews as peoples ‘who are born to 
slavery’; Livy dismisses the army of Antiochus III as “Syrians... 
who because of their servile race (servilia ingenia) are a people of 
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slaves rather than soldiers’; Titus affirms that the Jews ‘learnt to be 
slaves’, and Tacitus even calls them despectisstma pars servientium. 
These are only specific instances of the prejudiced view, wide- 
spread in the classical period, that the barbarians are slaves by 
nature and the Greeks (and later the Romans) by the same token 
masters. The notion of a ‘master race’ is as old an invention as the 
idea of the equality of all men. Even now we take over more of the 
commonplaces of the ancient world than we imagine. In the speech 
which he attributes to Apollonius of Tyana, who himself came 
from Lycaonia in Asia Minor, Philostratus shows that even in the 
Roman period, at the beginning of the third century aD, the 
genuine ‘Hellene’ looked down on the ‘barbarians’ of Asia Minor 
with real contempt. The ‘barbarians’ of Asia Minor, from Pontus, 
Lydia and Phrygia, sell their children as slaves, so that they come 
up in droves on the Italian slave market, ‘for like other barbarian 
peoples they had been constantly subjected to alien masters and 
even now do not see anything shameful in slavery’. By contrast, 
‘even now the Greeks love their freedom’, and no Greek would sell 
a Greek slave outside his homeland.® Aristotle, who took up this 
view that barbarians were slaves in his doctrine of the state, is said 
to have advised the young Alexander to treat the Greeks as a leader 
would his men, and the barbarians as a master would his slaves.® 
As he thought that slaves only had the function of ‘implements’, 
the underlying view here is that ‘barbarian’ subjects, too, are 
essentially only the tools of the victor, in other words, objects for 
exploitation.’ Lysander sold the inhabitants of Cedreiae in Caria 
as slaves, as they were only mixobarbarot, whereas he gave their 
freedom to the inhabitants (Greeks) of Lampsacus in Ionia, which 
was conquered a short time later.8 Similarly, even the inter- 
mingling of Greeks and barbarians was taboo. According to Plato’s 
Menexenos, the Athenian boast was that unlike other Greek cities, 
they did not have Phoenician or Egyptian ancestors: “The mind of 
this city is so noble and free and so powerful and healthy and by 
nature hating the barbarians because we are pure Hellenes and are 
not commingled with barbarians. No Pelops or Cadmus or 
Aegyptus or Danaus or others who are barbarians by nature and 
Hellenes only by law dwell with us, but we live here as pure 
Hellenes who are not mixed with barbarians (ou mixobarbarot). 
Therefore the city has acquired a real hate of alien nature.’? This — 
prejudice remained even in the Hellenistic period. Livy, or Poly- 
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bius as his Greek source, puts quite similar statements on the lips 
of the delegation sent by Philip of Macedon to the pan-Aetolian 
congress in 200 Bc: “There is, and always will be, eternal war be- 
tween the barbarians and all the Greeks. They are enemies because 
of their unchanging nature.’!0 We often find arguments of this kind 
in Polybius. They are put forward by representatives of Greek 
states and are directed against a new threat to Greece, which now 
of course no longer comes from the East, as in the time of the 
Persian danger, but from the Romans in the West. Thus in 207 Bc 
a delegation from Rhodes accused the worst troublemakers in 
Greece, the Aetolians, of siding with the Romans against all the 
Greeks: ‘When you have captured a city, you do not allow the 
freemen to be harmed or their houses to be burnt down. You would 
regard such behaviour as cruel and barbaric. But now you have 
made an alliance with the Romans, as a result of which you expose 
all other Greeks to the worst possible acts of violence and wicked- 
ness.’ Here Polybius aptly reflects the mood in his homeland at the 
end of the third century and the beginning of the second. Here the 
old contrast still retained its force. Even Philo, the cosmopolitan 
who thinks in nationalistic Jewish terms, can still find fault with 
the ‘lack of any closer contact’ between Greeks and barbarians (to 
amikton kat akoin6néton), as this is one of the chief reasons for the 
lamentable difference between the various laws of the nations. By 
contrast the Jews, as citizens of the world, possess the true Law 
which is in accord with nature.11 

Given this situation, we can understand how individual ‘bar- 
barian’ cities and peoples were very concerned either to reconstruct 
some original relationship with the Greeks or at least to regard 
themselves as an early ‘Hellenic’ colony. Thus the Phoenicians 
argued that Cadmus, the founder of Thebes, was one of their 
number; Hellenized Jews claimed that the Spartans, like them- 
selves, were descendants of Abraham (see pp. 116f. below); the 
Romans saw themselves as descendants of fugitives from Troy; the 
inhabitants of Tarsus, an old Semitic city, claimed that they were 
true Hellenes, whose ancestors came from Argos, and that their 
city was founded by Heracles, or at least Triptolemos, in person 
(Dio Chrysostom XXXIII 1,47; cf. Strabo XIV 5,12/673). To 
have some direct connection with the heroic, classical dawn of 
Greek history was thought to be noble and honourable. ‘Fhe 
counter-argument, that compared with Egyptian, Babylonian or 
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even Jewish history, Greek history was a relatively recent affair, 
carried little weight to begin with, and only became more impor- 
tant when coupled with the claim that the eastern, barbarian 
religions had a greater claim to truth. 

Alexander’s expedition seemed to confirm the absolute military 
and political superiority of the ‘Hellenes’ — who also included 
among their number the Macedonian aristocracy and above all the 
royal house of the Argeads.12 Especially in the newly founded polezs 
and military settlements of the conquered territories, people tried 
to maintain the distinction between ‘Hellenes’ and ‘barbarians’. 
This came about through a stress on Graeco-Macedonian descent, 
restriction in the granting of civic rights in the newly-founded 
cities and the conservative education of the gymnasia, which pro- 
vided the foundation for the typically Greek, aristocratic life-style. 
For example, in Alexandria in the late Ptolemaic and Roman 
period down to the edict of Claudius, the acquisition of civil rights 
was bound up with graduation from the gymnasium. By making it 
difficult for the Jews to join the gymnasium in Alexandria, Claudius 
also made it virtually impossible for them to acquire Roman 
citizenship, for which Egyptians were eligible only if they were 
citizens of Alexandria. Thus the old dispute about equal civil rites, 
dating from the Ptolemaic period, continued in Roman times; in 
the end, discrimination against the Jews led to the bloody rebellion 
under Trajan in aD 115-117.18 While there may have been mixed 
marriages between Graeco-Macedonian settlers and local inhabi- 
tants in new ‘colonial territories’ — say at the foundation of new 
cities —, for the most part successful attempts were made to keep 
citizenship intact and free from contamination by ‘barbarians’.14 
In the speech of the delegation from Rhodes to the Senate in 190 
BC it is stressed that the new cities in Asia are just as Greek as their 
mother cities on the mainland: ‘the change of location did not 
involve any change in descent or customs.’!5 Even under Parthian 
rule and at the time of the Empire, the citizens of Dura-Europos, 
founded by Seleucus I, felt that they were authentic ‘Macedonians’. 
Mixed marriages occurred, but they were the exception rather than 
the rule.16 The numerous marriages confined to the ancient families . 
helped to keep the Graeco-Macedonian heritage intact. Even 
Tacitus praises the citizens of Seleuceia in Babylonia, still under 
Parthian rule, that ‘they were not corrupted by barbarian ways, but 
kept to (the life-style) of their founder Seleucus (I)’. He must have 
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found this verdict in his Greek sources, since in classical Greece it 
was a stereotyped theme that the greatest misfortune for a Greek 
polis was ‘to become barbarian’.1? Thus, for example, Isocrates 
describes how Salamis in Cyprus was ‘barbarized’ and ‘subjected 
to the Great King’ through Phoenician rulers, until Euagoras 
brought a new time of political and economic prosperity to the city 
and the island.18 According to Josephus, even in the first century 
AD the inhabitants of Seleuceia in Babylonia, which has already 
been mentioned, were made up of three groups: the Greeks, the 
‘Syrians’ and the Jews. The Greek citizens vigorously defended 
their position of power in the city over against the other two 
groups.!9 Strabo reports that the population of Pentapolis in 
Cyrene was divided into four groups:20 Greek citizens, Libyan 
peasants, metotko1 and Jews, whereas Josephus and Polybius?! each 
report that the population of Alexandria fell into three groups. 
When conflicts broke out between the various groups, being in the 
minority the Jews always came off worst. We can see from these 
examples how attempts were made — with greater or lesser success 
— to perpetuate the old prejudice against the barbarians in some 
places down to the Roman period, though at the same time it must 
be stressed that these limitations were ethnic as well as legal and 
social. Thus the idealistic picture of a mixed population coming 
closer together in an atmosphere of humanism after the time of 
Alexander hardly bears much critical examination. Eduard Meyer 
was making a rare exception, at least in the early Hellenistic period, 
into a rule contradicting political and social reality when in his 
classic article “he Rise and Fall of Hellenism in Asia’ he wrote: 
‘So the Hellenism of the peoples continued, and they came increas- 
ingly close together. We find a shift in the use of the term Hellene, 
already expressed by Isocrates and taken for granted by Eratos- 
thenes. From now on the Hellenes are the educated class, no matter 
where they may come from. Being able to speak Greek is a basic 
qualification: the unlettered masses are the barbarians.’22 

In the ‘early Hellenistic’ period of the third century Bc there was 
a virtually unsurmountable wall between the Graeco-Macedonian 
ruling class and the subject peoples. For example, in the third 
century, native-born Egyptians required a special permit to live in 
Alexandria. Among other things, details about place of birth re- 
quired in official documents were meant to prevent Egyptians from 
claiming the rights of Greek citizens. Only in the second century 
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was there increased immigration of Egyptians from the Chora, 
which produced the unruly mass portrayed by Polybius, probably 
made up predominantly of Graecized Egyptians with no political 
rights.22 The Jews saw themselves as a ‘third force’ between the 
Greek citizens and the native population; in Syria and Egypt, even 
in Roman times, they tended not to be given full civic rights for 
political and religious reasons, although for a long period they had 
adopted Greek as their language and the upper classes had even 
had a Greek education. The biassed and misleading accounts given 
by Josephus-of the Jewish isopolitera in Alexandria and Antioch, 
and the struggles of the Jews in Alexandria and Caesarea to obtain 
civil rights, which were refused by Claudius and Nero,?4 show how 
difficult it was to overcome these barriers. Nor is the situation 
limited to Egyptians and Jews. We also hear of similar situations 
from other parts of Greek ‘colonial territory’, for example from 
Massilia on the southern coast of Gaul, from Asia Minor, and from 
the Greek cities on the northern coast of the Black Sea.25 The 
‘Hellenes’ of the Greek cities in ‘colonial territories’ old and new 
worked hard, and in some cases successfully, right down to Roman 
times, to prevent ‘non-Greeks’ gaining citizenship. Polybius com- 
plains that towards the end of the second century Bc the citizens of 
Alexandria were unfit to be involved in a well ordered civic 
administration because of their ‘mixed descent’. This may be be- 
cause Ptolemy VIII Euergetes II decimated the citizenry in about 
127 Bc and made up the numbers with aliens. However, it is un- 
certain whether these were Greeks from the mother country or 
Graeco-Egyptians. It should be noted that in the same breath 
Polybius singles out the Alexandrians from the two other groups of 
Egyptians and mercenaries in a positive way, ‘as they have not 
forgotten the original way of life which is common to all Greeks’.26 
Livy, probably following Poseidonius, says that the Macedonians 
dispersed in the ‘colonies’ of the East degenerated into Syrians, 
Parthians and Egyptians, but ascribes this less to the mixing of 
races than to the change of climate and situation: ‘Everything turns 
out more appropriately (generoszus) at the place of his origin; when 
transplanted to alien soil it changes its nature in accordance with the 
material which it draws from there.’2? 

Thus when analysing the concept of ‘Hellenization’, we have to 
distinguish between very different components. These would in- 
clude: first, close professional contacts; secondly, the physical mix- 
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ing of populations caused by mixed marriages; thirdly, the adoption 
of Greek language and culture by orientals; and fourthly, the 
complete assimilation of ‘orientalized’ Greeks and ‘Hellenized’ 
orientals. It was not always possible to avoid mixed marriages, for 
example because of the lack of women in new military settlements 
and newly founded cities. On the other hand, complete assimilation 
was the rare exception, at least in the early period, during the third 
century. We come across ‘assimilation’ most frequently with 
orientals, but even here it did not as a rule affect the mass popula- 
tion. We find real interpenetration only in the Roman period. 

There was considerable resistance even over the question of 
mixed marriages. The marriages arranged by Alexander between 
his Macedonian hetairot and Persian princesses were later all 
annulled at the request of the military assembly — with the excep- 
tion of that of Seleucus, who remained faithful to his Persian con- 
sort Apame and thus became the founder of a Macedonian-Persian 
dynasty. Alexander ordered the ten thousand veterans brought 
back to Macedon from Krateros to leave behind ‘their children by 
barbarian wives’ ; the king himself wanted to have them brought up 
the Macedonian way.28 According to a historical romance written 
by Hermesianax (third century Bc), the city-king of Salamis on 
Cyprus, Nikokreon, refused to give his daughter as wife to the rich 
Arkeophon ‘because of the base origins of Arkeophon, since his 
ancestors were Phoenicians’.29 When the Seleucid Demetrius II 
Nikator was taken prisoner by Mithridates, king of the Parthians, 
he was held captive ‘in a golden cage’ and forced to take to wife 
Rhodogune, daughter of the Parthian king; in fury at this, his law- 
ful wife Cleopatra Thea, the daughter of Ptolemy VI, allied herself 
with his brother Antiochus VII Sidetes. After the death of 
Antiochus in the Parthian war, she refused to be reconciled with 
Demetrius, who had been set free and now sported a Parthian-style 
beard; she was not content until he was dead. The pride of the 
trueborn Macedonian queen could not forgive him his alliance 
with the barbarian princess,?0 

In the middle of the third century, in Ptolemaic Palestine, we 
hear that the occupying forces took local women as concubines. 
However, these were not accorded the same status as legal wives, 
and a royal decree was necessary to prevent them from being re- 
garded as slaves.3! There is isolated evidence of mixed marriages 
between Greeks and Egyptian women in the Egyptian Chora, say 
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in the Fayum,?2 but mixed marriages with Jews are very rare (see 
p. 91f. below). Even in these exceptional instances, however, 
attempts were made to secure the status of ‘Greeks’ for the chil- 
dren. It is very rare to find Greeks becoming Egyptians in every 
respect: that always involved a sharp drop in social status. At most 
it happened to the ‘Hellenomemphites’, who had already immi- 
grated before the time of the Ptolemies, and is later connected 
with the impoverishment of the Chora in the second and first 
centuries BC.33 

We find a move in the opposite direction much more frequently. 
Gifted members of the local population turned Greek in order to 
climb the social ladder; they learnt Greek and sometimes also 
adopted Greek names. It is often difficult to tell whether those who 
had Greek names were Egyptians, Jews (see pp. 85f., 93f., below) 
or genuine Greeks. Countless Greek documents from the time of 
the Ptolemies show that only the language of the ‘rulers’ was 
officially recognized; this meant that only bilingual Egyptians 
could gain positions in the lower and middle grades of the royal 
administration. In order to exploit the agricultural economy to the 
full, the state relied on bilingual officials at the lower levels of 
bureaucratic administration. The fact that a list of qualities re- 
quired of a Ptolemaic official states that he must not only be 
philobasileus but also philhellén, must indicate that the person con- 
cerned is a non-Greek, Jewish or native official.24 The Ptolemies 
and the Greek upper class did not regard the Egyptians as their 
opponents, nor was a preference for Greeks and Macedonians fixed 
in law or a matter of principle; however, this did not prevent 
natives of lower social status becoming the objects of exploitation. 
A. Swiderek endorses the comment by W. W. Tarn that ‘the Greek 
came to Egypt to grow rich’, and points out that every document 
from the Zeno archives, dating from the middle of the third cen- 
tury, confirms this judgment.35 From the beginning, the kings’ — 
policy towards the Egyptians was governed by considerations of 
economics and power politics. Because an efficient administration 
run by Greek officials had yet to be built up, Ptolemy I had initially 
included high Egyptian officials and counsellors in his administra- 
tion,?6 but later he used only Greeks in prominent positions and 
was followed in this practice by his son — presumably for greater 
economic efficiency. A prototype here is the finance minister 
Apollonius from Caunus in Caria,3? who brought further fellow- 
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citizens, including Zeno, to work in Egypt. Thus the Egyptians 
were removed from higher office, though this did not prevent the 
kings from referring back to them where that seemed a useful thing 
to do. The best-known instance of this occurs with the Egyptian 
Phalangists, trained by Macedonians, with whose help Ptolemy IV 
Philopator won the battle of Raphia in 217 Bc (see pp. 36f. above) 
Of course this promotion of native inhabitants, forced upon the 
Ptolemies by the needs of the moment, led to inner unrest. In any 
case, it was impossible to do without Egyptian collaboration at 
lower administrative levels, in the villages and the toparchies. 

Thus the Hellenistic rulers did not intend a real ‘Hellenization’ 
of the indigenous J/aoi, that is, the able-bodied inhabitants of the 
country. The main task of the natives was to cultivate the land as 
agricultural workers within the strictly ‘mercantile and capitalist’ 
system practised by the state, and to hand over as much of its 
produce as possible. Compared with them, foreign military settlers, 
who mostly came from Greece or Macedon, were in a much better 
economic position. They had to pay over less, and for the most part 
did not cultivate the land assigned to them in person, but leased it 
out to the native inhabitants.28 A number of factors prevented the 
native population from becoming a threat by breaking through the 
political and social limitations imposed on them: the centralized 
government of the king, which was administered from the Greek 
metropolis of Alexandria; the nationalistic solidarity of the Greeks 
living in the country; education in the gymnasia, from which the 
Egyptians tended to be excluded; and the cohesion of the civic 
bodies in the few poleis in the country. Even in Roman times — for 
fiscal reasons — this ‘well-tried’ policy was continued: in a new 
form, but with no less repression. As a rule the local population 
responded with resignation, and on some occasions with passive 
resistance, migration and open rebellion.®9 The third possibility 
was an attempt at assimilation and social improvement. 


Some changes began to make themselves felt in the second century 
BC, both in Egypt, about which we are best informed, and in the 
Seleucid empire, where the contrasts were perhaps not so marked, 
but equally effective. As the influx of new Greek immigrants from 
the home country receded quite markedly, some of the ‘Graecized’ 
Egyptians and Semites became much more influential. The ten- 
dency towards ‘Hellenization’ and social ‘acceptance’ of the local 
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upper class was much stronger in the Seleucid empire, with its very 
mixed population, than in Ptolemaic Egypt, as Egypt did not have 
a real native aristocracy (always excepting the priesthood). In 
Egypt the priests, as the backbone of national resistance, provided 
support for the native inhabitants in the anti-Greek disturbances 
which broke out from the end of the third century onwards, above 
all in Upper Egypt. Because of this, when immigration from Greece 
declined, the Ptolemies largely relied on foreign mercenaries, above 
all from their ‘colonial territories’. Semitic mercenaries, and again 
Jewish mercenaries in particular, played an important role here.‘ 
By contrast, after the harsh peace of Apamia in 188 Bc, which 
drove them out of Asia Minor, the Seleucids tried to strengthen 
the Hellenistic element in their empire by allowing the aristocracy 
of local cities to adopt the constitution of a Hellenized polis if they 
so wished, in return for an appropriate contribution to the royal 
treasury. From the beginning, they had been much more active in 
encouraging the foundation of cities in their extensive empire than 
the Ptolemies, who only founded new ‘cities’ in their foreign pro- 
vinces. To some extent the Graeco-Macedonian cities formed the 
framework of Seleucid power, and were intended to hold the multi- 
national empire together. Polybius reports that Media was ‘en- 
circled with newly founded Greek cities, following Alexander’s 
plan to protect it from the surrounding barbarians’. According to 
Pliny the Elder, the Macedonian, i.e. Seleucid, kings reorganized 
Mesopotamia into cities to enable them to make better use of the 
abundant fertility of its soil; before that, with the exception of 
Babylon and Nineveh, all the settlements were villages. For this 
reason, Eduard Meyer calls the first two Seleucids, Seleucus and 
his son Antiochus I, ‘the greatest founders of cities, not only in this 
period, but at any time in world history’. At a later date, Antiochus 
IV Epiphanes was particularly concerned to revive this policy in a 
new form — perhaps influenced by the successful Roman pattern of 
colonization; he encouraged the transformation of the Semitic 
aristocracy of oriental cities into ‘Hellenic citizens’ of new poleis, 
though after a promising beginning, the policy proved to be a com- 
plete failure, at least as far as the Jews were concerned.*! Even 
here, however, the initiative for such a transformation came from 
the Hellenized aristocracy of these cities and not from outside. 
Thus especially from the second century onwards, in Egypt, 
Palestine and Syria, as earlier in Asia Minor and on the north coast 
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of the Black Sea, there came into being a new class which might be 
called “Graeco-Egyptians’ or ‘Graeco-Syrians’.42 They were not of 
Greek or Macedonian descent, nor were they citizens of the old 
and proud colonial cities in their territories, but their language and 
culture clearly differentiated them from the local ‘barbarian’ popu- 
lation. That this new class could also be regarded as ‘Hellenes’ in 
view of their education and life-style — at least in a later period — is 
clear from the criticism Strabo (c. 63 Bc - AD 21) makes of Ephoros 
(c. 405-330 Bc), who distinguished three Greek peoples from the 
sixteen to be found in Asia Minor and called the rest barbarians 
(though he qualified this judgment by remarking that some of the 
barbarians were ‘mixed’). Strabo retorts: ‘We cannot call any of 
those... included among the “‘mixed races”’ . . . since even if they 
were mixed, the predominant element would make them either 
Greek or barbarian. We do not acknowledge a third, “mixed” 
people.’43 It becomes quite clear here that the collective term 
‘Hellenes’ did not always have unequivocal ethnic connotations. 
Aetolians, Acharnians, Epirotes and Macedonians only joined the 
community of “Hellenes’ at a later date, and the same may also be 
true of Graecized Asia Minor. In the Hellenistic period, after their 
victory over the Illyrian pirates in 229 Bc the Romans were allowed 
to participate in the pan-Hellenic Isthmian games.44 Because of 
their superior political and military power, people evidently wanted 
to stop treating them as mere ‘barbarians’. That is why Polybius 
can no longer call the Romans barbarians — that 1s, if these are his 
own words and not those of a Greek delegation (see pp. 57f. above), 
though he is well aware of the old contrast between Greeks and 
barbarians and the prejudices associated with it. Of course he does 
not call the Romans ‘Hellenes’ either, but in stressing their good 
qualities, which culminate in the ideal form of a state with a ‘mixed’ 
constitution, he also includes their national character.45 The 
Romans acquired a new, unique and special status midway between 
Greeks and barbarians. This leads Cicero to divide the world into 
three parts: Italia, Graecia, omnis barbaria. 'The Jew could go on 
to make the same kind of distinction: Jews, Greeks and barbar- 
ians.46 In the East, the Phoenician cities, which had had all kinds 
of contacts with the Greeks for centuries and gave them their 
script, had taken part in the exclusively ‘Hellenic’ games from the 
beginning of the third century onwards.*? For example, the ‘city- 
king’ of Sidon, Philocles, son of ReSefiaton Apollodorus, was a 
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capable admiral under the first Ptolemies and after 286 Bc secured 
naval supremacy for them in the eastern Mediterranean.*8 How- 
ever, the Phoenicians, who at least to outward appearance had 
adopted Greek culture very quickly, had long had a special relation- 
ship with the Greeks. Finally, the passage from Strabo cited above 
confirms that ‘Hellenization’ was largely bound up with the life- 
style of the leading classes of a people. Thus Strabo himself can no 
longer recognize the traditional distinction. For him — in the time 
of Augustus — the designation ‘Hellene’ is bound up with the 
cultural status of the upper class. 


8 





‘Hellenization’ as a Literary, 
Philosophical, Linguistic and 
Religious Problem 


We have seen that the problem of ‘Hellenism’ or ‘Hellenization’ in 
the early Hellenistic period has a very strong political and social 
element. Compared with that, to begin with its philosophical, 
literary and religious aspect was of secondary importance, though 
it gradually became much more prominent. We have a long chain 
of evidence — above all from philosophers — which departs from the 
negative pattern of ‘Greek — barbarian’ and stresses man’s common 
‘humanity’ or even the superiority of the barbarians. What we find 
here is usually the opinion of outsiders, whose views gain ground 
only gradually. Nor should we overestimate the influence of such 
evidence on the Hellenistic rulers and their Graeco-Macedonian 
subjects. As a rule, both of these were governed by considerations 
of power politics and economics. 'The question of ‘humanity’ only 
played its part to the degree that the royal philanthrépia also had 
some real use.! Single-mindedly bent on increasing productivity, 
neither Apollonius nor his agent Zeno will have thought very much 
about purely humanitarian problems. Nevertheless, at this stage 
conceptions came into being which later became more widespread 
under Roman rule, when Stoic philosophy became common cur- 
rency, and which could also be used by Jewish-Hellenistic and 
later Christian apologetic for their ‘counter-attack’. 

Even with the Sophist Antiphon, the idea appears that all men 
are ‘by nature’, 1.e. biologically, equal. However, at that time 
political equality was not yet demanded.? Similar notions were 
taken over by the Cynics? and Stoics in the form of the idea of 
‘world citizenship’, which to begin with was quite apolitical. It is 
perhaps no coincidence that the founder of the Stoa, Zeno of 
Citium, was himself of Phoenician descent and was ridiculed by 
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Opponents on that account. By contrast, his opponent Epicurus 
held the view that ‘only the Greeks can philosophize’.4 He might 
perhaps be described as a genuine ‘Hellenic’ philosopher, as 
opposed to the universalism of the Stoa. However, in accordance 
with the trend of the times the cosmopolitan spirit of the Stoa was 
in the last resort to prove the stronger. It met the needs of the 
Hellenistic monarchies, who in the long run had to integrate their 
multi-national subjects. Inspired by this spirit, Eratosthenes, tutor 
of Ptolemy IV Philopator and leader of the Museion, protested 
against the generally prevalent division of the human race into 
Greeks and barbarians and thus against Aristotle’s advice to 
Alexander that the barbarians should be treated as slaves. He 
praised Alexander for his way of judging men by their qualities and 
not by their descent. He argued that, rather than being divided 
into Greeks and barbarians, people should be classified in accord- 
ance with their areté or kakia.® It is doubtful whether the somewhat 
unfortunate domestic and foreign policies of his pupil were helped 
by considerations of this kind. Political circumstances compelled 
Philopator to make concessions to the native Egyptian populace, 
but this caused him even more difficulties. Within Stoicism, which 
above all from the second century Bc onwards became the 
dominant philosophy of the late-Hellenistic and early Roman 
period, the old contrast between Greeks and barbarians was re- 
placed by the idea of world citizenship, and the Stoics proclaimed 
the ideal of ‘Hellenism’ through education. This development was 
furthered by the fact that not only Zeno, the founder of Stoicism, 
but subsequently a large number of Stoic philosophers did not 
come from Greece, but from the colonial territories of the East or 
from ‘barbarian’ surroundings. Chrysippus and Aratus came from 
Soloi in Cilicia (though that was founded from Rhodes as early as 
the eighth century). However, Chrysippus’ father was said to come 
from Semitic ‘Tarsus, and the successor of this philosopher, so 
influential on literature, another Zeno, also came from there. 
Another pupil of Chrysippus, Diogenes, came from Seleuceia near 
Babylon, and a third Zeno, a pupil of the founder, came from 
Sidon. I ought also to mention Antipater and Archedemos from 
Tarsus, Boethus from Sidon and Herillus, a pupil of Zeno, from 
Carthage. Posidonius, the greatest representative of middle Stoic- 
ism, came from Apameia in Syria. We find a very good example of 
this new idea of world-citizenship, influenced by philosophy, in a 
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number of epigrams by the founder of the Greek Anthology, 
Meleager from Gadara in Transjordania (c. 140-70 Bc). Like his 
older compatriot Menippus, he had more than a touch of Cynicism 
in his approach:6 


Island Tyre was my nurse, and Gadara, which is Attic, but lies 
in Syria, gave birth to me. From Eucrates I sprang, Meleager, 
who first by the help of the Muses ran abreast of the Graces of 
Menippus. If I am a Syrian, what wonder? Stranger, we dwell 
in one country, the world; one Chaos gave birth to all mortals. 


Here we find a mixture of national pride at his Syrian descent with 
a rejection of any attempt to scorn his non-Greek descent. Pre- 
sumably he encountered resistance of this kind on Cos, where he 
acquired Greek citizenship in his old age. His argument, ‘Stranger, 
we dwell in one country, the world’ (mian, xene, patrida kosmon 
naiomen), speaks for itself. In another epigram he refers to his 
command of several languages: Aramaic, Phoenician and Greek: 


Heavenborn Tyre and Gadara’s holy soil reared him to man- 
hood, and beloved Cos of the Meropes tended his old age. If you 
are a Syrian, ‘Salam!’ If you are a Phoenician, ‘Naidius!’ If you 
are a Greek, ‘Chaire!’, and say the same yourself. 


I must, of course, add that this is a late paradigm from the first 
century BC, i.e. from a time when a bitter blow had been dealt to 
Greek consciousness by the devastation of the Hellenistic mon- 
archies and the rise of Rome in the West, along with the successes 
of ‘barbarian’ rulers in the east like Tigranes of Armenia, the 
Parthian kings, or Mithridates VI of Pontus. Towards 100 Bc 
Gadara, the native city of Meleager, had been destroyed by the 
Jewish king Alexander Jannaeus. Such an attitude would hardly 
have been possible in the third century BC. 

Even the reports and speculations of Greek scholars on the 
greater antiquity of Eastern cultures and the first inventors from 
among the ‘barbarians’, to whom the young Greek nation owed a 
great deal, could hardly have much impact on the élitist attitude of 
the Greeks, with the whole of the Eastern world at their feet. 
Moreover, they were too restricted to particular philosophical 
groups. Thus in the early Academy people treasured the ancient 
wisdom of the oriental ‘barbarians’, but at the same time, like 
Plato himself, were very well aware of Greek superiority.’ The 
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Cynics tried to turn this into self-criticism by holding up to the 
Greeks the mirror of an alleged ‘barbarian philosophy’ with its 
extreme simplicity. The oriental fantasies of a Ctesias? or the 
learned utopia of Hecataeus of Abdera, who believed that the 
earliest culture was handed down from Egypt, and was the first to 
give a detailed and relatively positive account of the Jews and be- 
came the model for Euhemerus,!° provided entertainment for an 
avid and curious reading public rather than having any political 
effects. Hecataeus certainly did not influence the policy of the first 
Ptolemies towards their Egyptian subjects. On the other hand, this 
writing provided valuable arguments first for the Jewish and then 
for the Christian apologists, who could then attack the theory of 
the superiority of the Greeks. 

The early Hellenistic period, especially the third century Bc, 
was also for the most part a time of the collapse of traditional 
religion and of enlightenment. 'Tyche, the goddess of fortune, 
emerged as the predominant deity, and it is not surprising that at a 
later date she took the place of the local Astarte on so many coins 
minted by Syrian cities. A Hellenistic hymn calls her ‘all-powerful 
Tyche’, who ‘has the beginning and end of all things in her hands’, 
and according to Pliny the Elder, this ambiguous deity, invented 
by men because of their mortality, ‘is alone invoked and praised 
throughout the world, in all places, at all hours and through the 
voices of all men’. Closely connected with this celebration of Tyche 
is the most cultivated religion of this period, the ‘pseudo-religion’ 
of the ruler cult, that is, the divinization of the ‘superman’ endowed 
by Tyche with success. By transforming the ancient gods into the 
rulers of former times, Euhemerism furthered both the ruler cult 
and the Judaeo-Christian polemic against traditional polytheism.!2 
To begin with, even the oriental religions had little attraction for 
the immigrant Greeks, who — if they had any religion at all — 
primarily worshipped their gods in traditional fashion. Only with 
the collapse of the Hellenistic monarchies did general religious 
interest increase, and here astrology came to occupy a central posi- 
tion. Of course there are a few striking exceptions. Thus there was 
an expansion of the cult of the Graeco-Egyptian Sarapis,!8 and in 
its train, of that of Isis, as early as the third and second centuries 
BC. The Ptolemies played a part in this. However, Sarapis was 
presented as a Greek god with Egyptian features, who found 
acceptance only among Greeks and Graeco-Egyptians, and not 
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among the Egyptian /aoi. Sarapis owed his success in the Hellenis- 
tic world to the fact that — like other oriental deities, the kindred 
Isis, the God of the Jews and later Mithras, the god of light — he 
was stronger than fickle Tyche or inexorable Heimarmene. 
Another deity — in contrast to Sarapis thoroughly Greek in 
character — who was hardly affected by the Hellenistic enlighten- 
ment was Dionysus. Indeed, in the wake of Alexander he showed 
signs of conquering the non-Greek world. According to W. W. 
Tarn he was ‘the most important Greek god outside Greece... in 
this period ... whom the Dionysian artists bore throughout the 
world; with the help of art and literature, he succeeded in making a 
triumphal progress through Asia similar to that of Alexander... 
If any Greek god could have conquered the world, Dionysus would 
certainly have been capable of it.’14 The Ptolemies and Attalids 
derived their dynasty from him; Ptolemy IV was a particularly 
enthusiastic follower of his mysteries, and a little later the scandal 
of the Bacchanalia reveals his influence in Rome. More than any 
other deity, he was identified with oriental gods: from the time of 
Herodotus with Egyptian Osiris, later with Sarapis, Phoenician 
Adonis, Sabazius from Asia Minor and Dusares from Arabia and 
Nabataea. Of all the ancient gods he was also most persistently 
associated with the Jewish God in Jerusalem. He owed his tre- 
mendous influence not least to his humanity — he is the son of Zeus 
by a mortal mother — and also to his strange, barbarian-sounding 
character, the liberating experience of ecstasy and his involvement 
in all spheres of existence, the exuberant joys of life as well as the 
kingdom of the dead. In his last work, the Bacchae, quoted more 
than any other in antiquity and known to everyone, Euripides por- 
trays Dionysius as a barbarian stranger from Asia, accompanied 
by a host of strange female worshippers and clothed in human form, 
intent on conquering the cities of Greece. A true Greek, Pentheus 
of Thebes, boldly goes against this barbarian monster and pays for 
his ‘fight against the god’ with a gruesome death. The very un- 
Greek advice given by the seer Tiresias to Pentheus, ‘We must 
serve (as slaves) Bacchus, the son of Zeus’ (tot Bakkhioi tét Dios 
douleuteon, 366), ushers in a new personal relationship with the 
deity which was essentially to be found among the oriental gods 
rather than in the Greek pantheon. This is the secret of the success 
of this most polymorphous of all Greek gods: he was less a deity 
from the official Greek world of the gods — that is why fewer 
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inscriptions are dedicated to him than to the other gods — but was 
worshipped above all in private religious associations (thiasoz). The 
fact that the Septuagint already interpreted the much-hated 
Canaanite cults with terms derived from the mysteries of Diony- 
sius shows that Greek-speaking Judaism saw his mysteries as 
dangerous competition (see below, p. 165 n. 28). 

The full extent of the victorious power of Hellenistic civilization 
and its supremacy over the ‘barbarians’ only emerged when the 
political power of the Hellenistic monarchies had largely been 
shattered and the ‘barbarian’ victors themselves submitted to the 
rationality and effectiveness of ‘Hellenistic’ state administration 
and — to some degree — to the harmony and powers of expression of 
Greek language and poetry. In Rome, those who pressed for a 
synthesis of Roman tradition and Greek education were by no 
means the worst: they included the brothers Scipio, who defeated 
Antiochus III in 190 at Magnesia and thus ushered in the decline 
of the Seleucid monarchy, or L. Aemilius Paullus, who destroyed 
the Macedonian empire in 168, after the battle of Pydna. The son 
of Aemilius Paullus, Scipio the younger, then became a close 
friend of Polybius, who after Pydna had come to Rome as an 
Achaean hostage. In the East, from Arsaces III (191-176 Bc on- 
wards), the Parthian kings had adopted the epithet philhellén, which 
regularly appears on their coins, in order to express their loyalty 
towards the Hellenistic cities on their territory. Originally this had 
been a title of honour for the Greek patriots;15 now it became an 
honorific name for barbarian kings. That the Parthian kings were 
also by no means averse to ‘Hellenistic education’ is illustrated by 
the famous episode after the victory of the Parthians over Crassus 
in 53 Bc. The last scene of Euripides’ Bacchae was being performed 
at court at the very moment when the messengers of victory 
brought the head of the Roman commander to Artaxata, the 
Armenian capital, where the Parthian king Orodes was celebrating 
the wedding of his son with the sister of the Armenian king 
Artavasdes. Instead of carrying the mask of Pentheus, the Greek 
actor who was playing Agave held the head of the Roman general, 
with the words: 


From the mountains we bring 
a newly-cut shoot, a happy capture. 


Plutarch’s account suggests that the whole scene had been arranged 
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to celebrate the triumph,16 but it remains impressive enough. We 
find the designation philhellén again with the Nabataean king 
Aretas III (say 85-62 Bc), who had coins minted with this inscrip- 
tion in Damascus, after he had conquered it.1? Indeed the term was 
even used by the Jewish high priest Aristobulus (104/3 Bc), who 
according to Josephus was the first to adopt the title of king.18 His 
brother Alexander Jannaeus then minted coins with a Greek in- 
scription, brought mercenaries into the country from Asia Minor, 
and largely changed the Hasmonean high-priestly state into a 
‘Hellenistic monarchy’. On the other hand, this did not prevent 
him from capturing and to a large degree destroying all the 
Hellenistic cities in the country apart from Askhelon, forcibly con- 
verting some of the non-Jewish population to Judaism. Some light 
has been shed on the mixed Jewish-Hellenistic culture which came 
into being under him by the recent discovery in Jerusalem of the 
tomb of Jason, a Jewish pirate captain from the time of Alexander 
Jannaeus. The Pharisaic pietists responded to the Hellenizing 
tendencies of the high priest/king with a bitter rebellion which 
ended with a mass crucifixion of 800 Pharisees.19 We then find the 
complete synthesis between ‘Hellenism’ and the East with king 
Antiochus I Epiphanes of Commagene (about 69-38 Bc). In the 
famous inscription of Nemrud Dagh he stresses his descent from 
Greeks and Persians — he derived ‘his family from Alexander and 
from Darius’ — and ‘proclaimed a Graeco-Persian syncretism’.?° 
Naturally, philhellén also appears among his countless honorific 
titles, though of course this now has to take second place behind 
the politically opportune philordémaios. H. Dorrie has shown that 
Antiochus inherited this title and that it goes back to petty kings 
friendly to Rome, who according to Strabo made an alliance in 
95 Bc, under the leadership of Rhodes, against the pirates and 
Mithridates Eupator of Pontus, Rome’s enemy. Mithridates was 
in fact just as well disposed towards Hellenistic culture as Antio- 
chus, and had advocated the liberation of Greece from the Roman 
yoke. However, from the end of the second century Bc onwards 
support for ‘Hellenistic civilization’ became more and more identi- 
cal with loyalty to Rome, which was the sole means of protecting 
the petty Hellenistic states from barbarian alienation.?! _ 

This integrating, civilizing power of Hellenistic culture, which 
became effective at a time when the political and economic ‘decline’ 
of the Hellenistic monarchies was well under way, can also be seen 
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in a series of analogous phenomena. True, from the time of the 
downfall of the Seleucid empire, i.e. from the time of Antiochus 
Epiphanes, the ‘Hellenized’ Phoenician cities from Arados to 
Ptolemais had successfully pressed for an increasing degree of 
freedom, but in doing so they quite deliberately maintained their 
‘Hellenistic’ character, which became fused in a remarkable way 
with their own national Phoenician tradition. In the second and 
first centuries BC, Tyre and Sidon became significant literary and 
philosophical centres of Greek education. That nevertheless they 
deliberately kept their own Phoenician tradition is clear from the 
euhemeristic interpretation of early Phoenician religion given by 
Philo of Byblos (ap 64-141).22 In Egypt, too, the various attempts 
at rebellion in upper Egypt, which were connected with anti- 
Hellenistic, nationalist reforms, did not have any lasting success, 
despite the comparative political weakness of the Ptolemaic empire 
in the second half of the second century and the first century BC. 
On the contrary, increasing advances were made by the unique 
type of Graeco-Egyptian ‘mixed culture’ which became charac- 
teristic of the late Ptolemaic and Roman period, while the differ- 
ence between Alexandria and the Chora persisted. One example of 
this synthesis is the Egyptian priest Chairemon, a Stoic and 
president of the Museion, who in AD 49 was invited to become the 
tutor of the young Nero. He attempted to represent the Egyptian 
priesthood as the true Stoic philosophers, in the same way as Philo 
and Josephus gave an idealistic description of the Jewish Essenes 
as supremely wise men.?3 It should, of course, be noted that such 
neat syntheses were hardly possible in the early Hellenistic period, 
1.e. in the third century Bc — the time of a Berossus or a Manetho — 
though analogous attempts appear from the second century on, not 
least in Jewish Hellenistic literature or in the attempt at reform in 
Jerusalem. The synthesis was effectively achieved only in the Roman 
period. ‘The best Jewish example of this is Philo of Alexandria. 
The concept of ‘Hellenization’ holds on many levels, and is 
sometimes self-contradictory. As far as the early Hellenistic period 
is concerned — and it is in that that we are particularly interested — 
we must begin from the fact that the initiative towards ‘Helleniza- 
tion’ was a one-sided one. It came from the indigenous Semitic and 
Egyptian population, who sought in this way to improve their 
social and cultural status and to share in the prosperity and the 
success of the Greeks. Thus in the first place ‘Hellenization’, i.e. 
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the adoption of the Greek language, Greek education and the 
Greek life-style, was usually the individual contribution of particu- 
lar orientals. The most obvious exception here are the Phoenicians, 
with whom adaptability was combined with national pride: they 
had long cultivated contact with the Greeks. By contrast, the 
Graeco-Macedonian ruling class — at least in the fourth and third 
centuries — had little interest in Hellenizing the ‘barbarians’. They 
had a one-sided interest in preserving their power and their social 
status and exploiting their innate capacity for work to the greatest 
possible degree; this of course required co-operation, which meant 
a certain amount of contact. 'The possibilities of complete ‘assimi- 
lation’ and ‘equal rights’ could only rarely be achieved by the 
native population in one generation, and some obstacles — as for 
example acquiring civil rights in a city conscious of its tradition — 
remained unsurmountable for a long period. These sharp limita- 
tions in the third century were diminished in the second and first 
centuries. However, the contrasts remained — at least as social 
barriers — until Roman times and were identical there with the 
fundamental opposition between the citizens of cities and the local 
populace. The latter largely resisted ‘Hellenization’,?4 and proved 
to be the starting point for the Coptic and Syrian renaissance in a 
Christian context during the late Roman and Byzantine period. 
“Hellenistic culture’ always remained a city culture. Those orientals 
who attempted to break down the barriers between ‘Greeks’ and 
‘barbarians’ and to adopt Hellenistic civilization — with its mani- 
fold possibilities - would have been members of the local ‘aristo- 
cracy’, the ‘civil body’, or perhaps natives who had come into close 
contact with the Greeks as mercenaries, subordinate officials, wage 
earners or slaves. It was, of course, extremely important for the 
‘Hellenized’ aristocracy of an oriental city which legally had only 
the status of a kdmé to be given the status of a polis formed on the 
Greek model, as a result of royal recognition.*° Of course, in Egypt 
this possibility was completely ruled out, as the Ptolemies deliber- 
ately recognized only old Naucratis, Alexandria and the new 
dynastic foundation of Ptolemais in Upper Egypt as poleis. How- 
ever, the situation was substantially more favourable even in 
Ptolemaic ‘colonial territory’. The first cities which attained this 
new status without being new foundations by the Macedonians 
were evidently the Phoenician coastal cities (see pp. 65f. above); 
this again confirms the special status of this seafaring people. 
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For individuals, the first and most important step towards 
Hellenization was an ability to cross the language barrier and to 
speak impeccable Greek. The Greeks seldom took the trouble to 
learn the language of their new surroundings. Before the battle of 
Raphia, Ptolemy IV exhorted the Egyptian phalangists by means 
of an interpreter. Of the Ptolemaic rulers, Cleopatra VII, the last 
queen of the dynasty, is said to have been the first to learn Egyp- 
tian. The fact that in the second century Bc a Greek mother 
congratulates her son for learning Egyptian and therefore having 
found a post as teacher with an Egyptian doctor is just the excep- 
tion which proves the rule.?6 

Greek language in the form of Attic komé became all the more 
important because it was the bond which held together all the 
‘Greeks’ throughout the world, beyond individual kingdoms, from 
Bactria to Massalia. The basic foundation of ‘Hellenistic culture’ 
was not the political power of the Greek states, split up and fighting 
against one another, but acommon language. Thus it did not come 
to an end even after the victory of the ‘barbarian’ Romans and 
Parthians, but continued in the two empires and indeed reached 
its consummation under the protection of the pax Romana. There 
is a famous saying of Isocrates: ‘He who shares in our paideia is a 
Greek in a higher sense than he who simply shares in our descent.’2? 
This sees pazdeia primarily as a proper command of Attic Greek and 
thus defines the ‘true Hellene as the one who speak Attic’.28 We 
should not draw more profound conclusions from this remark. It 
quite certainly 1s not concerned with a universal Hellenic cultural 
mission or with the idea of amalgamating the nations through 
education. Isocrates himself, who incited Philip of Macedon to a 
pan-Hellenic war of vengeance against the Persians, was an out- 
spoken despiser of the ‘barbarians’. In accordance with the stress 
on this language, the verb hellénizein does not mean the adoption 
of Greek culture but ‘to speak (and write) Greek correctly’.29 
Strabo calls barbarians who begin to learn Greek and therefore 
cannot yet pronounce it properly, hot eisagomenoi eis ton hellén- 
asmon.®9 'The degree to which this language barrier was at the same 
time a social barrier is clear from the desperate complaint of a 
collaborator — presumably Palestinian and Semitic - whom Zeno 
left behind in Joppa at the end of his journey through Palestine 
in 258 BC (see p. 23 above) without giving him the wages he had 
been promised. He ran away ‘to Syria’, i.e. to the interior, explain- 
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ing that it was ‘so that I do not die of hunger’: When he was sum- 
moned back to Egypt, he was still refused a living wage: ‘So I am 
in need in both summer and winter. (Jason) told me that I should 
accept sour wine as wages. Now they are treating me despicably 
because I am a barbarian. Please . . . give them instructions so that 
I receive my due and so that they pay me in full in future, lest I 
die of hunger, because I do not have a proper command of Greek’ 
(hott ouk epistamai hellénizein).21 The complaint of a prominent 
Egyptian priest of Ammon with regard to the misdeeds of a Greek 
military settler Androbius, who was billetted on him, is in similar 
vein: ‘He despised me because I am an Egyptian.’2? It is a sign of 
the way in which things had changed that about a century later, in 
the middle of the second century Bc, Ptolemy the Graeco-Egyptian 
and katochos from the Sarapeion in Memphis complains that he 
has been attacked by Egyptians ‘because I am a Hellene’.33 Here 
we come up against an instance of the nationalistic Egyptian re- 
action against the unsuccessful Ptolemaic policy over native-born 
Egyptians which, above all in Upper Egypt, even took the form of 
armed rebellions (see below, p. 149 n. 29). The Maccabean revolt, 
too, must be seen in the perspective of a ‘nationalistic’ attempt at 
rebellion against the Hellenistic policy of alienation, though those 
who supported it were of course primarily aristocratic Jews who 
were ripe for assimilation. 

Consequently, it is no coincidence that the rare noun Hellénismos, 
with an extended meaning which embraces both the Greek life- 
style and Greek culture, appears for the first time in a Hellenistic 
Jewish work which thus seeks to describe this ‘alienation’ and 
glorifies the Maccabean revolt. The unknown epitomator of the 
work of Jason of Cyrene, or Jason himself, accuses another Jason, 
son of Simon the Just, high priest and leader of the Jewish reform 
party, in a sharp piece of polemic, of having brought about in 
Jerusalem, through his own initiative, ‘a peak of attempts at 
Hellenization (akmé tis hellénismou) and an invasion of a strange 
kind’.34 By means of a piece of polemical transposition, the Jewish 
Hellenists and their Seleucid accomplices are described as ‘bar- 
barians’, and those Jews who are faithful to the Law appear as 
‘patriotic citizens’.25 The word zoudaismos, as referring to Jewish 
veneration of the Law and Jewish customs, makes its first appear- 
ance in II Maccabees and does so often, to some degree as a 
counterpart to hellénismos.*6 By contrast, we find the verb zoudaizein, 
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along with peritemnesthai, ‘be circumcised’, in the Greek version of 
the book of Esther as a translation of the hithpael participle 
mityah@dim (root yhd): ‘and many of the Gentiles had themselves 
circumcised and adopted Jewish customs for fear of the Jews.’8” 
Josephus still uses the same terminology when he writes that 
Metilius, the commandant of the Roman garrison, was the only 
one to get away with his life because after surrendering the towers 
of Herod’s citadel in aD 66 he promised mechri peritomés ioudaizein, 
i.e. to become a Jew and accept circumcision. If command of 
Greek was the distinguishing feature of hellénizein, then the ob- 
servance of the Law, and especially circumcision, was that of 
toudaizein. Vhus the terminology of II Maccabees is very signi- 
ficant. The Jews seem to have felt the new Greek way of life to be 
an ‘aggressive’ civilization which threatened to alienate them from 
the distinctive tradition of their fathers. They opposed it with their 
own tradition of the Law, which could be equally ‘aggressive’, i.e. 
could have just as great a missionary effect. As sovereign lord of 
history, the God of the Jews was at the same time the universal 
lord of Tyche and Heimarmene, of chance and destiny; he forbade 
any divinization of men, and was an inexorable judge of all human 
hybris. As creator of the world he was at the same time the giver of 
all the joys of life, the God of the feasts of Israel and also the victor 
over death, the one who gives eternal life. He could be the fulfil- 
ment of the religious longing of Greeks and Romans, while on the 
other hand opposing all natural and ecstatic forms of religion. 
Consequently Jewish ethical monotheism could present itself as 
the true religion of philosophers. However, the special element of 
this conflict is that the Jews attempted to counter the new civiliza- 
tion threatening them with their own forms of language, literature 
and thought. In this controversy we cannot mistake the fact that 
the Greek feeling of superiority with its contrast between ‘Hellenes’ 
and ‘barbarians’ was matched on the Jewish side by a sense of 
election, unique in antiquity, which was expressed in the contrast 
between ‘Israel’ and the ‘nations of the world’. One example may 
illustrate this. Both Socrates and Thales, i.e. the earliest as well as 
the most famous Greek philosophers, were credited with the follow- 
ing saying: “I thank Tyche that I was born a human being and not 
an animal, a man and not a woman, a Greek and not a barbarian.’38 
A saying of R. Jehuda b. Elai, c. ap 150, is on similar lines: ‘Three 
thanksgivings must be said every day: Praised (be God) .. . that he 
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has not made me a woman. Praised be God that he has not made 
me ignorant. Praised be God that he has not made me a goy 
(Gentile): ‘For all goyim are like nothing before him” (Isa. 40.17).’39 
Against this background of almost similar but highly controversial 
sayings we can understand the revolutionary character of Paul’s 
remark: “There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor 
free, there is neither male nor female; for you are all one in Christ 
Jesus’ (Gal. 3.28). In this confrontation there was a whole series of 
analogous phenomena: mixed marriages were tabu not only among 
Greek citizens conscious of their status, but even more among the 
Jews; and faithful observance of ancestral laws, the mark of the 
true polis, was also the foundation of Jewish life. If, according to 
Eratosthenes and others, the mark of the ‘Hellene’ was a sense for 
‘law and community’ (to nomimon kai to politikon),*© this was also 
the strength of the Jewish people. It is no coincidence that from 
II Maccabees and the Letter of Aristeas onwards we often find the 
term politeia for the Torah and the verb politeuesthai for life in 
accordance with the Torah. The attempt at reform in Jerusalem 
brought about ‘the destruction of the politeia inherited from the 
ancestral past’,4! the special value of which was that it was of 
divine origin. Like the antithetical use of hellénismos and toudatsmos, 
this turn of phrase is also significant terminology from Hellenistic 
Judaism. It shows both the inner affinity of Judaism to the Greek 
world and also its opposition. Both together governed the political, 
spiritual and religious existence of the Jews in the mother country 
and even more in the Diaspora, where they lived in constant ten- 
sion between assimilation and self-assertion. Apion, opponent of 
the Jews, asked: ‘If they are citizens, why do they not worship the 
same gods as the people of Alexandria?’42 His question could have 
been asked in any Greek polis in which a Jewish minority sought 
civil rights. This is the cause of the difficulties to which the Jews 
were exposed not only in Alexandria and Syria but also in indivi- 
dual cities of Asia Minor, even at the time of the later republic.4% 
Josephus’ answer, that ‘our people is one and the same’ and that it 
is mindful to live ‘in the laws given from the beginning’ ,44 would 
have been respected by any Greek, but at the same time it inevit- 
ably clashed with the laws of a city which included the recognition 
of the official city cult. A Greek polis, conscious of its tradition, 
could hardly have been tolerant at this point.*° 

Even the additional argument of the Jews in the Ionian cities, 
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that they were in the first place ‘locally born’ (eggenezs), and in the 
second place did not harm any fellow citizens through faithfulness 
to their laws,*6 did not provide a way out of the fundamentally 
religious division. The only protection which could be offered here 
were the edicts of the Hellenistic kings and the later Roman em- 
perors, which were more than mere regional policy. Here was also 
one of the roots of ancient antisemitism. 

Apollonius Molon from Rhodes, at the beginning of the first 
century BC, is a vivid example of this. In his blind hatred, he not 
only calls the Jews atheot and misanthropoi — because of their way of 
life in the Greek cities — but claims that they are ‘the most stupid of 
the barbarians’ (aphyestatous einai ton barbarén), and have therefore 
failed to produce ‘a single invention which is of any use for living’ ,4” 
a charge which the Jewish apologists countered by glorifying the 
patriarchs and Moses as ‘first inventors’. In his Apology, Josephus 
responds by stressing ‘that we have introduced to the rest of the 
world a very great number of very fine ideas’.48 Cicero, a pupil of 
Apollonius Molon, continues this sort of defamation of Judaism as 
a barbara superstitio a little later,49 and then it becomesa stereotyped 
theme which enters anti-Christian polemic. In other words, at this 
point the Roman reaction was hardly better than that of the Greeks. 
According to Acts 16.20f., the charge was made against Paul and 
Silas in the Roman colony of Philippi that “hese men are Jews 
and they are disturbing our city. They advocate customs which it 
is not lawful for us Romans to accept or practise.’ Even in Rome 
itself, the growing Jewish minority met with mistrust and restric- 
tive measures, and indeed from time to time with direct expulsion. 
There is a direct connection between Roman hatred of the Jews 
and later Christian persecutions. On social grounds, the Jews in 
the Diaspora could become assimilated to the alien civilization 
around them to such a degree that they themselves sought com- 
pletely equal rights, yet at the same time — like the Christians later 
— they inevitably had to remain a ‘theocratic’ alien body,®? a ‘third 
people’5! between Greeks and barbarians,5? which for its own self- 
assertion appealed to a higher law than that of the particular state 
under which they happened to be living. This is probably the root 
of the inner strength which ancient Judaism developed in the 
Graeco-Roman world, and also of ancient anti-Judaism with all 
its fearful consequences.53 

Conflict was also unavoidable even in the Jewish homeland in 
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Palestine itself. The new ‘Hellenistic’ state, with its intensive 
administration, single-mindedly intent on fiscal and military ‘effi- 
ciency’, was essentially different from its oriental predecessors. 
Because the new rule in Judaea gave the upper class a chance to 
become assimilated to the superior Hellenistic civilization and en- 
couraged it to break down the barriers which had been erected 
from the time of the exile to that of Nehemiah and Ezra, a tension 
arose between those who remained faithful to the Law and the 
aristocracy, with a delight in reform, who wanted to participate 
without restrictions in the ‘blessings’ of the new civilization. This 
led to the open conflict of the Maccabaean revolt, which of course 
did not produce an ultimate solution to the problem, since even 
the new Hasmonean state, which wanted to base itself wholly on 
the Torah of Moses, could not avoid the autonomy of Hellenistic 
rationalism in its state administration. Even the attempt of the 
Hasmoneans ‘to build a Hellenistic state on a Jewish national 
foundation’ was doomed to failure. The revolt of the Pharisees 
against the new Hasmonean Sadducean state was no less bitter, 
cruel and wasteful than the Maccabean fight for liberation. In the 
end, with Roman help the Hellenistic monarchy proved victorious 
again in the form of the Herodian kingdom. ‘A Hellenistic state 
could not be founded on the Jewish theocracy. A Jewish High 
Priest could not be a Hellenistic king, and the two conceptions had 
to be separated.’54 On the other hand, at that time the only possible 
form of state was that of the Hellenistic monarchy or polis. It was 
necessary to have control of an army with modern equipment and 
an effective administrative and financial apparatus, and to partici- 
pate in a competitive way in world trade. These problems were not 
understood by the Jewish religious zealots under Hasmonean and 
Roman rule. The Jewish ‘theocracy’ had to be a failure in the 
Roman and Hellenistic period at the point where it attempted to 
translate its theocratic ideal into the political reality of another 
kind of world. Refuge in an apocalyptic future was no solution to 
the problem, and the complete destruction of autonomous state- 
hood, the metropolis of Jerusalem with its central sanctuary and 
the closed territory of Judaea, as a result of the unsuccessful rebel- 
lions of 66-7455 and 132-135, was the fearful price which the 
Jewish people had to pay in its vain fight for the realization of 
utopian ‘theocracy’. Only the liberal wing of Pharisaism under the 
leadership of the ‘school of Hillel’ showed a viable way forward, 
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the way of obedience to the Law without self-destructive political 
ambition, in the clear recognition that as long as God allowed the 
rule of Hellenistic Roman power, the godless ‘fourth empire’, to 
endure, the politeta of Israel was not of this world. 
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Jews in a Greek-Speaking Environment: 
Mercenaries, Slaves, Peasants, 
Craftsmen and Merchants 


The milieu in which Jews came into the closest contact with 
Greeks, and were compelled to adapt to their environment as far 
as possible, was that of Hellenistic mercenary forces and military 
settlements. The Hellenistic kings not only maintained a standing 
army in garrisons, but also settled soldiers, by preference on 
‘estates’ from the royal !and. In Egypt, this was done not so much 
by means of self-contained settlements as by estates spread all over 
the country. In this way the soldiers became farmers or landlords 
who had their property cultivated on a leasehold basis. According 
to Pseudo-Hecataeus and Josephus, auxiliaries from Judaea and 
Samaria served even in Alexander’s army, in Egypt and in Baby- 
lonia, and we have no reason to mistrust this information in 
principle.! The king was only continuing an old tradition which 
had already been widespread under the Saitic dynasty and the 
Persians in Egypt. It is possible that even Jewish military settle- 
ments in Egypt were taken over by the Macedonians. Thus the 
Aramaic Cowley Papyrus 81, c. 310 Bc, mentions ten places be- 
tween Migdal on the north-eastern frontier of Egypt and Syene in 
the south where Jews were settled. The papyrus illuminates the 
complex economic activities of a Jewish merchant ’Abihai, and we 
find in it not only numerous Jewish names but also Greek names, 
a sign of the contact between the two groups of people. Only in one 
case, however, does a Jew seem to have had a Greek name: Haggai 
(son of) dyprs (Diaphoros?).? After capturing Jerusalem (302 Bc?), 
Ptolemy I Soter brought a large number of Jewish prisoners to 
Egypt. He is said to have taken 30,000 select men into his army and 
settled them as cleruchs.? At least a proportion of the Jewish immi- 
grants mentioned by Pseudo-Hecataeus, who seem to have been 
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given a politeia of their own, will have been Jewish mercenaries.* 
In terms of language, the ‘Hellenization’ of these Jewish garrison 
troops or cleruchs must have made fairly rapid progress. Only 
about twenty-five per cent of the names of Jewish military settlers 
mentioned in third-century papyri are Semitic; all the rest are 
already Greek. A few double names indicate a transitionary stage.® 
In reality, this percentage is even smaller, as Jewish bearers of 
Greek names can only be recognized by the addition zoudatos, 
which can by no means be taken for granted. This process of 
‘Hellenization’ took place quickly because in the early Hellenistic 
period the cleruchs were not settled in homogeneous ethnic groups, 
but mixed, and garrisons had a great variety of manpower. The 
proportion of Jewish names increases somewhat in the second cen- 
tury, since from the time of Ptolemy VI Philometor Jewish mer- 
cenaries were organized into independent units and gained con- 
siderable political significance under their own troop leaders; 
sometimes, as in Alexandria, they were even organized into inde- 
pendent politeumata (see p. 91 below). This increase in Jewish 
names is also a sign that Jewish national self-awareness had also 
increased as a result of their stronger political position in Egypt 
and in the home country of Palestine.* The Ptolemies seem to have 
installed larger numbers of Jewish mercenaries above all in 
Cyrenaica, where the freedom-loving Greek population of the city 
caused considerable difficulties to the regime;’ they, too, organized 
themselves into politeumata and later formed a distinctive fourth 
force alongside “Greek citizens’, Libyans and metozkoi.8 Even in 
Palestine we find a mixed military colony with Jewish and Mace- 
donian cavalry on the other side of the Jordan, in Ammanitis. The 
contract for the purchase of a slave girl dated in the early summer 
of 259 Bc names as witnesses a Jewish cavalryman, son of Ananias, 
with the gentilicum Persés, and Greeks from Miletus, Athens, 
Colophon and Aspendos.® The Jewish cleruchs, who here had to 
protect the borders of the cultivated land against the Arabs, seem 
largely to have become ‘Hellenized’. True, at a later date they 
fought as cavalry in the Maccabean revolt on the side of the ortho- 
dox believers against the Seleucids, but this may derive from their 
traditional attitude of support for the Ptolemies. Two of their 
officers, Dositheos and Sosipatros, have Greek names.10 

The Seleucids also used Jewish auxiliaries. According to II 
Macc. 8.20, they played a decisive role in a battle of Antiochus I (?) 
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against the Galatians, and later, around 210 Bc, Antiochus III 
settled 2,000 Jewish cleruchs from Babylonia and their families 
in Phrygia, in order to pacify this unruly territory. When the 
number of mercenaries from Greece, Thrace and Asia Minor 
diminished in the second century because of the economic and 
political decline of the Ptolemaic monarchy, the proportion of Jews 
clearly increased. Among these Semites, the Jews were particularly 
important. Ever since the founding of the military colony of 
Leontopolis by the high priest Onias IV, who had escaped to 
Egypt, they had acquired more and more political and military 
significance in the Ptolemaic monarchy and also attained the higher 
echelons of command; they were able to maintain this position 
until the Roman conquest of the country after the battle of Actium.12 
Of course they could only achieve this position in a Hellenistic 
state because they were largely ‘Hellenized’ in language and life- 
style. Under Roman rule the political situation of the Jews grew 
considerably worse, both in Egypt and in Cyrenaica, in contrast 
to the situation, say, in Asia Minor or Greece. This may be one 
of the reasons for the suicidal rebellion of ap 116/17, which only 
involved the former sphere of Ptolemaic rule, Egypt, Cyrenaica 
and Cyprus. | 

In addition to Jewish mercenaries and military settlers, Jewish 
slaves, agricultural workers and craftsmen also increased the 
strength of Diaspora Judaism. By contrast, apart from Cowley 
Papyrus 81 we have no evidence for Jewish merchants in the early 
Hellenistic period. At that time the Jews were evidently still pre- 
dominantly a peasant people. In the Hellenistic period Syria and 
Palestine seems to have been an important country for the export 
of slaves, not least to Egypt, where the enslaving of free labourers 
was prohibited by royal law and slaves were therefore much sought 
after. The Greeks in the country took the use of domestic slaves 
for granted, and did not want to change their ways. ‘It appears 
from the Zeno papyri that most of the slaves in Ptolemaic Egypt, 
including no doubt Alexandria, were Syrians.’!3 Ptolemy II Phila- 
delphus also enacted a law which prohibited the enslaving of the 
semi-free agricultural population of the province of ‘Syria and 
Phoenicia’ by the Ptolemaic military settlers and the Greek land- 
owners.14 However, despite strict controls, Greek business men did 
sell Semitic slaves abroad, evading duty and without an export 
licence.15 The Zeno papyri often mention slaves from Syria 
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(sémata apo Syrias) and Syrian villages; among other things, Syroz 
worked as slaves or semi-free agricultural workers in Egyptian 
vineyards. It is sometimes difficult to distinguish the two groups. 
The translator of Gen. 49.15 probably had this social situation, 
in which it is no longer possible to draw a clear dividing line 
between slave labour and agricultural labour, in mind when he 
changed the description of Issachar as a ‘slave employed in forced 
labour’ (mds-‘dbed) into that of a peasant farmer (anér gedrgos).16 
To take one example, we find two slave girls with the names ‘Ioana’ 
and ‘Anas’, i.e. Joanna and Hanna, in the household of Apollonius, 
the minister of finance. These may well have been Jews. Zeno 
himself bought a number of slaves in Palestine; two of them, 
Idumaeans, ran away and returned to their old master. Four young 
Palestinian slaves, two of whom were presumably Jews, were sent 
with a eunuch as mentor by the Jewish magnate Tobias to 
Apollonius.1? We can understand how such Semitic house slaves 
would soon become assimilated to their Greek environment. Here 
the references in the papyri are supplemented by literary evidence: 
in connection with Agatharcides, Pseudo-Aristeas and Josephus 
report that in his capture of Jerusalem (mentioned on pp. 18f. above) 
Ptolemy I Soter took most of the prisoners to Egypt as slaves. 
According to Pseudo-Aristeas they became the property of the 
soldiers and were ransomed by Ptolemy II Philadelphus.18 Even 
if the details of the Letter of Aristeas are exaggerated, they must 
at least have a historical nucleus. It is therefore wrong to play off 
against it the account in Pseudo-Hecataeus to the effect that many 
Jews voluntarily emigrated to Egypt at the invitation of a high 
priest Hezekiah.!9 'The one does not exclude the other, and both 
accounts have their tendentious exaggerations. 

That Jewish slaves were sold to Greece and the Aegean is already 
clear from the threat against the Phoenician and Philistine slave 
dealers in Joel 4.4-8, which is probably as early as the fourth cen- 
tury (see p. 19 above). Even in the fourth century Bc we find the 
name ‘Anna’ on a tombstone in Athens, and this could be a refer- 
ence to a Jewish slave. It would be the earliest evidence so far for 
Jews in Europe.?9 A little later, an inscription from the early third 
century about the emancipation of the Jew Moschus son of 
Moschion, because of the incubation dream granted to him in the 
temple of the god Amphiaraus in Oropus in Attica, gives us more 
information. Evidently the Jewish slave ‘in the nation far off’ (Joel 
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4.8) had become assimilated to the Gentile environment.2! We 
find Phoenician intermediaries in the coastal region, who hoped 
to make a business out of trading with Jewish slaves, in connection 
with Nicanor’s attack on rebellious Jews in II Macc. 8.11. At the 
same time there are increasing accounts of the emancipation of 
Jewish slaves in Greece: a Jewish slave whom his masters had 
simply called toudaios (toudatos to genos toudaién) was freed in 
Delphi in 163/162 pc. From the same period (between 170 and 
157/56) we have the emancipation of a Jewess Antigone with her 
daughters Theodora and Dorothea.22 Here the names of the two 
girls were an unmistakable acknowledgment of the one God of 
Israel. It is certainly no coincidence that the Greek name we find 
most frequently among Diaspora Jews is Dositheos; Theodotus, 
Theodorus were also favourites. We find Dositheos, ‘God gives’, 
almost only among Jews.?3 

In addition to Jewish military settlers and slaves we also come 
up against individual free Jewish wage-earners. For example, about 
the middle of the third century Bc we find two Jewish vintners in 
the Zeno archive, Alexander and Samuel, who became tenants of 
a vineyard belonging to Zeno, but worked here without success. 
Among other free Jewish workers we find a shepherd, a man in 
charge of the guard-dogs, and a brickmaker (or despatch man) 
who will not work on the sabbath.24 Of course, these examples are 
hardly representative of Ptolemaic Egypt generally. They are 
limited to Zeno’s activities in the newly-founded estate of Phila- 
delphia in the Fayum, which tended to collect a large number of 
people of different nationalities looking for work, because it was 
always short of labour.25 As a rule the Jewish wage earners and 
leaseholders were dependent on Greek landlords and employers. 
In addition, we have some reports of Jewish peasants and shepherds 
from the third and second centuries, also from the Fayum. Phila- 
delphus had opened up this area again and resettled it — not least 
with foreign immigrants. One of the villages there was called 
‘Samareia’, presumably because it had originally been founded by 
Samaritans and Jews; later, however, it had a mixed population of 
Jews, Macedonians and Cilicians. One Cilician officer even estab- 
lished a gymnasium in Samareia.?6 In the third century BC, Jews and 
Greeks lived side by side as two special ethnic groups in the village 
of Psenyris in the Fayum. By contrast, there is no mention of Egyp- 
tians. Possibly here too the settlers were specifically military.2? 
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The Jewish cleruchs certainly had the highest standard of living 
compared with other professions. They received portions of differ- 
ent sizes from the royal estates, and these could pass over into the 
possession of their families. They include officers, above all in the 
second century; some of them own considerable tracts of land.28 
The extent of their economic activity emerges from the relatively 
large number of private contracts, all of which are in Greek. Here 
we come up against that milieu in which there is a ready acceptance 
of Greek language and civilization, in order to maintain and im- 
prove social status. One document which illustrates the close con- 
tacts between Jews and Greeks is a list from the second century BC, 
presumably of members of a military unit, in which Jews and 
Macedonians are mixed.?9 At a later date, Jewish members of such 
units could even be called ‘Macedonians’. There was a detachment 
of Jewish Macedonians even in Alexandria.2° The social inter- 
changes between Jews, Egyptians and Greeks (or Graeco- 
Egyptians) in Upper Egypt are illuminated by a large number of 
receipts for taxes on ostraca, mostly from the second century BC. 
Here we come across individual, very rich Jewish tax farmers like 
Sabbataios, the man in charge of taxation on ferries over the Nile, 
and Simon, son of Jazarus, who paid a number of talents as ‘fish 
tax’ into the royal bank and at the same time deposited grain as a 
recipient of taxation, though he was unable to write.3! As this last 
point is mentioned specially, we must regard it as an exception 
for a man of this standing. 

We have least information about early Hellenistic Alexandria, 
for in the delta and at the coast no papyri have been preserved. 
We have first to reject as unhistorical bias Josephus’ claim that 
Alexander had already settled Jewish mercenaries there and given 
them the same rights as the Macedonians (see p. 161, n. 1), On the 
other hand, we cannot exclude the possibility that the high priest 
Hezekiah mentioned by Pseudo-Hecataeus emigrated to Alexan- 
dria and succeeded in securing for the Jews there a special status 
as an ethnic minority guaranteed by royal decree. In this con- 
nection Pseudo-Hecataeus speaks of a ‘written constitution’ 
(poltteta gegrammené) and explicitly states that this Hezekiah ‘was 
intimately familiar with us’; this probably means that he had close 
contacts with Greeks and that Greek customs were well known to 
him.?2 However, far-reaching legal autonomy, i.e. the formation of 
a separate politeuma (as attested by the Pseudo Letter of Aristeas) 
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under the leadership of an ethnarch or genarch and concentration 
on a particular district of the town, will only have been granted in 
the second century through the special favour of Ptolemy VI, who 
was well disposed towards the Jews.33 The fact that in the early 
Ptolemaic necropolis of Alexandria we find Aramaic and Greek 
inscriptions on Jewish tombs among Gentile graves accords with 
the cohabitation of Jews and Macedonians or Greeks in mixed 
military units and military settlements. Clermont-Ganneau already 
conjectured that these were the tombs of mercenaries.24 We have a 
further pointer from the Tobiad romance of Josephus. According 
to this, Josephus, superintendent of tax-farming in Jerusalem, not 
only maintained a slave as agent in Alexandria to look after his 
great resources there, but also had good relationships with the 
Ptolemaic court.®5 His brother Solymius had the ambition to marry 
off his daughter to a prominent Jew in Alexandria, just as at a later 
date Marcus Alexander, the son of the Jewish alabarch and nephew 
of Philo, married Berenice, the daughter of king Agrippa [.36 
Greek education was a basic requirement for Jews in such an 
influential position. Since we find relatively rich Jewish tax farmers 
even in Upper Egypt, we may assume that there was an even larger 
rich Jewish business community in Alexandria; we may know 
nothing about it simply because of our lack of information about 
_ early Alexandrian Judaism generally. Sources are more abundant 
only when we come to the Roman period. By and large, the Jews 
in Egypt, as in Palestine, were not particularly prosperous; they 
tended more to belong to the lower and middle classes.” Josephus 
still stresses that the Jews are not a people of merchants, but a 
people of peasants.%8 

Obviously the danger of complete assimilation to the Greek 
world was strongest among the upper classes. However, we have 
very little evidence of this. The only known example from an early 
period is Dositheos son of Drimylos, who according to III Macca- 
bees saved the life of king Ptolemy IV Philopator before the battle 
of Raphia when the renegade Theodotus attempted to murder him 
(see p. 36 above). ‘By birth he was a Jew, but later he apostatized 
from the Law and departed from ancestral beliefs.’ He presumably 
held the office of hypomnématographos as early as 240 BC; 1.e., he 
was one of the two directors of the royal secretariat. In 225/4 he 
accompanied Ptolemy III Euergetes on a journey to Egypt and in 
222 Bc he appears as a priest of Alexander and the divinized 
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Ptolemies.®? One might compare his career in some respects with 
that of the Tobiad Joseph in Ptolemaic Judaea; the difference is 
that the Diaspora Jew Dositheos in Alexandria became completely 
assimilated to his Greek environment in the interest of his career 
at court, whereas at least externally, Josephus in Jerusalem kept to 
the Jewish tradition. The interesting thing in his exceptional case 
is that even in the second half of the third century a Jewish apostate 
with a Greek education could attain a high position at the court of 
Ptolemy in a way which was impossible in principle for Egyptians 
of the time. A parallel from Roman times would be the apostate 
Tiberius Julius Alexander, another nephew of Philo and brother 
of Marcus Alexander, who succeeded in becoming prefect of 
Egypt. The only evidence for a mixed marriage between a Jew and 
a Gentile in the Ptolemaic period is uncertain. In a petition to the 
king, a ‘Helladote, daughter of Philonides’ makes a complaint 
about her Jewish husband Jonathan, to whom she is married ‘in 
accordance with [the law of] the Jewish comunity’. The text is not 
completely certain, and even the origins of the wife are obscure. 
If the way in which the papyrus has been reconstructed is correct, 
this is the only mention of the Jewish Law in documents from 
Egypt relating to the Jews.*° This means that in the external forms 
of legal life as expressed in the papyri, the Jews had adapted them- 
selves completely to Hellenistic law. This development is partially 
hinted at even in the Septuagint, and Philo takes it completely for 
granted. Even the titles of the divinized rulers are not omitted in 
the official documents. Thus not only the Greek language, but also 
Greek law governed the professional and economic life of the 
Jewish settlers in Egypt. Here, too, could be found the principle 
expressed by Babylonian teacher Mar-Samuel in the third century 
AD: “The law of the state is the (valid) law.’4! 


IO 


The Hellenization of the Diaspora 
in Ptolemaic Egypt 


It is amazing how quickly the Jews in Ptolemaic Egypt gave up 
their familiar Aramaic and adopted Greek. We have extraordinary 
little Aramaic and Hebrew evidence from Hellenistic times com- 
pared with that in Greek.1 Though Aramaic continued to be spoken 
in the private sector — because of constant immigration from 
Palestine into Egypt, Aramaic never died out there completely — 
Greek became the dominant official language, not only in dealings 
with the Hellenistic environment but even in the Jewish com- 
munities themselves. The Jewish inscriptions and papyri and the 
new Jewish-Hellenistic literature including the Septuagint are 
overwhelming evidence for this fundamental shift.2 This victory of 
the Greek language affected all social strata, from the Jewish aristo- 
cracy in Alexandria to the day-workers and slaves in the Chora. 
True, we have a few references to Jewish illiterates,? but even these 
will have understood and spoken Greek. By contrast, Jews will 
hardly have been interested in Demotic Egyptian. We have no 
clear evidence that they ever learnt it.4 That means that they 
attempted to attain a higher social status by adopting the language 
of the new masters. I have already referred to the dominant use of 
Greek names among Jewish military settlers even in the third cen- 
turn (see p. 86 above). How unconcerned they were emerges from 
the fact that about a third of these names are of a theophoric 
Gentile character. Among the Jews of Egypt we find the names 
Apollonius, Artemidorus, Diosdotus, Demetrius, Dionysius, Dio- 
phantus, Heracleia and Heracleides, Hermaios, Hermias and 
others.5 The name Simon was a particular favourite, as in Pales- 
tine, because here the Semitic and Greek forms came very close.® 
However, all this does not necessarily denote a break with ancestral 
tradition. On the contrary, Jewish worship, the spiritual centre of 
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the Jewish community, was probably also held in Greek from the 
first half of the third century onwards. It is probable that mercen- 
aries and military settlers with a good social standing played an 
important role in the formation and organization of the Jewish 
communities. As they were in constant contact with the Greeks, at 
the same time they were most concerned with the use of Greek. 
Other ethnic groups of soldiers formed cultic communities in the 
form of politeumata or koina.’ Thus the Jews in the service of the 
Ptolemaic state presumably had a special interest in the introduc- 
tion of the new language into worship and in the translation of the 
Torah into Greek. One indication of the connection of the trans- 
lation of the Septuagint with the Jewish military settlers in Egypt 
could be the fact that the term taph, which really means children 
(and old people) unable to walk, is usually translated aposkeué, a 
new formation which in Polybius, Diodore and the papyri princi- 
pally means baggage and all the other movable possessions of a 
soldier. This sociological background would also explain why 
Ptolemy II Philadelphus encouraged the translation of the Jewish 
Law. This is the historical nucleus of truth in Pseudo-Aristeas. 
The religion and religious rights of a particular group of his mer- 
cenaries and military settlers could not remain a matter of indiffer- 
ence to so foresighted a king, who was interested in so many things. 
This also explains the fact that the synagogue inscriptions which 
have come down to us from Ptolemaic times — all of them in Greek 
— almost all begin with a dedication to a Ptolemy. The develop- 
ment of the new form of Jewish worship in Greek would hardly 
have been conceivable without the positive tolerance, indeed sup- 
port of the Ptolemaic kings. However, it is striking that while in 
two cases the synagogue inscriptions — in contrast to the numerous 
dedications of pagan places of worship — contain the cultic title, 
they never have the designation theos.? A comparable phenomenon 
is the ‘Hellenization’ of the worship of the [dumaean god ‘Qos- 
Apollo’ in Idumaean military settlements of the second and first 
centuries BC. Our evidence for this is the inscriptions from 
Idumaean cultic associations in Hermopolis Magna and Memphis. 
Whereas the Idumaeans offered bloody sacrifices ‘according to 
ancestral law’ to ‘Qos Apollo’ even in a foreign land, and sang 
hymns to him ‘in a foreign language’,l° in the Egyptian Diaspora 
the Jewish cult took on a new form which was almost revolutionary 
in antiquity: it became a purely verbal form of worship and con- 
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sisted of prayer (proseuche), which probably included the singing 
of hymns, the reading of the Law and its interpretation. This non- 
sacrificial, verbal form of worship with a strongly ethical stamp 
must have looked to the world of the time very like a philosophy. 
It is no coincidence that the earliest Greek accounts, like those of 
Theophrastus, Hecataeus, Megasthenes, Clearchus of Soloi and 
even Strabo (or his informant, perhaps Posidonius), depict the 
Jews and their lawgiver Moses as barbarian philosophers. Jewish 
apologists down to Philo and Josephus could take up this point and 
declare that the ethical monotheism proclaimed in the Jewish 
proseuchai was the true philosophical religion.12 The new design- 
nation for the building in which the worship was held, proseuche, is 
at the same time an indication of this new form of worship. The 
word itself is a new coinage by the Septuagint.18 We find the first 
proseuchai, i.e. the first synagogues, in inscriptions from the time 
of Ptolemy III Euergetes (246-222 Bc).14 In the synagogue in- 
scriptions we find as the official designation for the God of Israel 
the title theos hypsistos, a Greek interpretation of the ‘God of 
heaven’ from Persian times. This then becomes the official designa- 
tion of the Jewish God throughout later antiquity.15 By contrast, 
Kyrios, the g’re (the spoken substitute) for the tetragrammaton in 
Jewish worship, had been quite incomprehensible to the Greeks as 
a designation for God. Iao, the transcription of the Jewish divine 
name in the Septuagint, was probably not used in public in Egypt 
any more than in Palestine. That is why this — secret — divine name 
found its way into Jewish syncretistic magic.16 At a later date — 
probably under Palestinian influence — Jao was in turn replaced by 
the tetragrammaton in Old Hebrew or square writing, or even by 
the g’re, Kyrios, though this became really widespread in the 
manuscripts only in the post-Christian period.!’ 

‘The astonishingly literal translation of the Pentateuch is essen- 
tially evidence for the faithfulness of the Jews to the ‘ancestral 
Law’. The translators were men with an exceptional command of 
the koine of early Hellenistic Egypt, and presumably they had 
practical experience of translation, whether in the liturgy or in 
legal affairs and matters of state. So the Septuagint has no rhetorical 
polish of any kind. Rather, it is a solid, ‘craftsmanlike’ translation, 
of the kind that we also find in legal documents and contracts. Its 
unique terminology derives from this translation, which is literal 
without being slavish. There is still dispute as to whether a spoken 
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‘Jewish Greek’ underlies the translation.18 We cannot speak of the 
influence of Hellenistic philosophy.19 The most consequential 
‘interpretation’ is the translation of Yahweh’s definition of himself 
in Ex. 3.14, ‘I am who I am’, with ego eimi ho 6n: ‘When the 
“Seventy” Platonized the Lord himself... . they interpreted words 
which, obscure in the original, called for some elucidation when 
rendered into Greek.’29 Philo later regards ho 6n as the only ade- 
quate designation for God. It was also a move towards univer- 
salism when s°bd’6t or Sadday was translated pantokratér or kyrios 
ton dynameon in the Septuagint. The designation pantokratér had 
also been applied to individual Greek deities, like Hermes,?! and 
the Greek audience saw the dynameis as the powers of the 
cosmos rather than the angels as the heavenly court of Yahweh. 
Thus from the beginning the God of the Greek Bible was without 
qualification a universal God, who did not tolerate any comparable 
powers and forces beside him. This was a new feature in antiquity 
and laid the foundations for an encounter with the philosophical 
‘monotheism’ of the Greeks from the time of Xenophanes, which 
was often critical of religion. By appealing to the one true God, 
Hellenistic Jews could take over themes from the philosophical 
criticism of religion right down to Euhemerism, and use them to 
counter the polytheism of their surroundings. Generally speaking, 
we find that the Septuagint carefully tones down offensive anthro- 
pomorphisms;2* there are a very few faint allusions to Greek 
mythology ;?° the geographical picture of the world is modernized ;24 
some passages take political account of the Ptolemies;?5 and on 
points of detail the Law of Moses is assimilated to legal practice 
obtaining in Egypt.26 The conservative attitude of the translators 
encouraged the composition of the legend contained in Pseudo- 
Aristeas, that the seventy-two translators had all been Palestinian 
Jews. Of course the author takes it for granted that these Pales- 
tinians had had a perfect Greek education.2” The fact that the 
lascivious Canaanite nature religion is sometimes described in 
terms taken from the mysteries (specifically the Dionysian mys- 
teries) indicates religious controversies; this polemical tendency is 
then taken further in Wisdom and in Philo.28 On the other hand, 
Ex. 22.27, theous ou kakologésets, is interpreted to mean a renuncia- 
tion of polemic against strange gods.29 Their status as a minority 
required the Jews to be somewhat restrained towards the very 
different religions of their environment. An anti-Jewish attitude 
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grew up both among the ‘Greek’ citizens of Alexandria and 
among the Egyptians of the Chora, by the latest, from the second 
century on.30 The tendency to update or to Hellenize — this latter 
above all in Proverbs and Job — becomes considerably stronger in 
the prophetic writings and hagiographies which were probably 
only translated in the second century. At the same time, alterations 
with a markedly ‘anti-Hellenistic’ tendency increased. Thus the 
Philistines are made ‘Hellenes’, and in the book of Esther, which 
was presumably translated in Jerusalem, Haman the Agagite is 
made into a Macedonian.?! 

The remnants of early Jewish Hellenistic literature show even 
more strongly than the Septuagint translation the considerable 
Greek education of their authors and the fusion of Jewish and 
Greek thought. It demonstrates the high degree of ‘Hellenization’ 
of the leading classes of the Jewish Diaspora in Egypt. “The Jews 
as a whole were on a higher cultural level than the Egyptians, and, 
as the surviving works of Jewish-Greek literature of the third and 
second centuries show, the Greek culture which they acquired was 
of a superior quality.’82 Some fragments of Jewish Hellenistic 
writers from the Ptolemaic period have been preserved for us by 
Alexander Polyhistor, the Roman collector of rarities (c. 105-c. 49 
BC). They probably all date from the second and third centuries Bc. 
It is striking that none of the works are anonymous or pseudo- 
nymous — in contrast to the Palestinian literature, apart from Ben 
Sira; all the authors write under their own names. That means 
that, like the Greeks from the seventh and sixth centuries BC on- 
wards, they have an idea of a ‘spiritual heritage’ which was not to 
be found in the Palestine of the time.28 Granted, in Egypt too we 
largely find traditional anonymous and pseudepigraphic literature, 
but this had more of a popular character and was tied to certain 
forms taken over from Palestine: the Novelle, the apocalypse and 
wisdom writing. While the themes of the new Jewish Hellenistic 
writers serve to glorify their own ‘sacred history’, the literary form 
of their words is completely adapted to Greek standards. Deme- 
trius the chronographer, writing at the time of Ptolemy IV 
Philopator (222-205), produced a strictly academic, chronographi- 
cal historical work which demonstrates the extreme age of Jewish 
religion and at the same time seeks to solve exegetical difficulties by 
the method of aporiat kat lyseis.84 By contrast, Artapanus wrote an 
imaginative, historical-aretalogical romance which made Joseph 
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and Moses ‘first inventors’ and the Jewish lawgiver, as Hermes- 
Thoth or ‘Musaeus’, the father of Orpheus, not only the inventor 
of writing and literature, but even the founder of Egyptian (and 
indirectly also Greek) religion.®° Ezekiel the tragedian described 
the exodus from Egypt in the form of a drama and in the language 
of Aeschylus and Euripides. However, for him the all-powerful 
fate of the Greeks is replaced by the providence of the God of 
Israel, who directs the course of history.°® It is quite possible that 
this drama was performed in Jewish communities, especially as the 
proseuchat often had large courtyards: in Berenice (Cyrenaica) the 
community even had an amphitheatre at their disposal.?’? Others, 
like the Samaritan Theodotus and the older Philo, depicted the 
history of the people of God or the holy cities of Shechem and 
Jerusalem in the form of an epic with archaic hexameters.38 The 
Jewish Sibyl uses the same form;?9 its original text, which dates 
from about 140 Bc, proclaimed coming judgment and the kingdom 
of God to the Greek world in the language of Homer and in imita- 
tion of political vaticinia ex eventu as we meet them in Lycophron’s 
Alexandra.*9 It also gave an interpretation of the whole of world 
history. The author puts the whole work on the lips of a daughter- 
in-law of Noah, who is said later to have migrated to Greece and to 
have been identical with the earliest Erythrean Sibyl. Here the 
classical form was used for manifestly anti-Hellenistic polemic: 
Hesiod’s Theogony was ‘demythologized’ in a euhemeristic way; 
he turned the Titans and gods of Olympus into primal kings who 
brought war to the earth after Noah. It was possible to unmask 
Homer, the greatest of the Greek poets, as a dangerous liar. This 
pseudepigraphical combination of Homeric language and the con- 
tent of Jewish apocalyptic had a tremendous effect. It was con- 
tinually imitated right down to the Middle Ages, and the combina- 
tion of world history and salvation history which it presented, 
along with the book of Daniel, had a decisive influence on Western | 
philosophy of history.41 In addition to the Sibyl we find other 
‘apologetic’ forgeries which confess the one god of Israel in Greek 
garb. They include quotations from the Greek tragedians and ~ 
comic poets, alleged verses of Pythagoras, the didactic poetry of 
Pseudo-Phocylides, the fragments of Pseudo-Hecataeus, and many 
others.42 

The extant fragments of Aristobulus, preserved by Eusebius, 
have a philosophical and apologetic character.43 Aristobulus pre- 
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sumably worked in the time of Ptolemy VI Philometor (180-145) 
as an advisor on Jewish affairs to the king, who was well disposed 
towards the Jews. In his work we find the first beginnings of an 
allegorical reinterpretation of offensive passages in the Pentateuch, 
along with the claim that Pythagoras and Plato had already known 
the Law of Moses. In Philo this argument was then developed into 
the theme of the theft of the Greeks. To establish that Jewish 
philosophy was the true philosophy, he quotes not only a forged 
Testament of Orpheus, but also partially forged verses of Homer 
and Hesiod, which stress the significance of the number seven in 
connection with the seventh day; he also uses the beginning of 
Aratus’ Phainomena. The verses, forged and authentic, probably 
in turn go back to an anthology of Jewish-Pythagorean origin. The 
divine wisdom is identical with the number seven, and as the 
primal light forms the basic structure of the world. Here for the 
first time the Old Testament revelation is associated with Greek 
philosophical argument to form a system which ventures an at- 
tempt at a spiritual synthesis. The aim of this early Jewish thinker 
was not assimilation, but a genuine integration of the challenge 
presented in the superior thought of the Greeks. We may well 
assume that from his time down to that of Philo there was a Jewish 
philosophical school tradition in Alexandria,*5 the aims of which 
were later continued both by the Christian gnostics and by the 
catechetical schools of Pantaenus, Clement of Alexandria and 
Origen. These Jewish Hellenistic traditions in fact only come down 
to us through the latter. Rabbinic Judaism later repudiated and 
rejected Jewish Hellenistic literature. The Letter of Aristeas,*6 
which was composed a little later, combines the most varied 
Hellenistic forms of literature into an apologetic writing which is 
aimed in two directions. On the one hand it defends Greek educa- 
tion and culture and loyalty towards the Ptolemaic royal house 
against the radical Jewish nationalism which had been aroused by 
the Maccabean wars, while on the other it attacks those who despise 
the Jewish people and their Law. This double approach was prob- 
ably typical of the Jewish upper class in Alexandria with their 
Greek education. The allegorical interpretation which had already 
been begun by Aristobulus is developed still further in the Letter 
of Aristeas to serve as an apology for the Law. Outwardly the work 
- is a fictitious romance in the form of a letter, into which have been 
incorporated a travel account, learned dialogue and above all a 
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royal symposium which in turn contains a pattern of conduct for 
the king. A certain ‘neo-Pythagorean’ influence is noticeable in the 
interpretation of the Law given by Aristobulus and Pseudo- 
Aristeas, and then later in Philo. It might be pointed out in this 
connection that as early as the third century Bc the Alexandrian 
writer Hermippus connected Pythagoras with the Jews and that the 
neo-Pythagorean writing of Pseudo-Ekphantos and then the philo- 
sopher Numenius in the second century Bc could draw on the 
Jewish account of creation. The latter even believed that Plato was 
dependent on Moses.4? 

- Jason on Cyrene wrote a historical work which described the 
most recent past, namely the unsuccessful Hellenistic attempt at 
reform and the Maccabean rebellion — presumably down to the 
death of Judas Maccabaeus. It is thoroughly academic in style 
and belongs to the genre of solemn historical writing so popular 
in the Hellenistic period.48 An unknown epitomator then cut down 
the work from five books to one, so-called II Maccabees. 

The aim of this early Jewish Hellenistic literature from Alex- 
andria with its wealth of literary forms and coupled with that, its 
single-minded tendency to glorify the Jewish people, its divinely 
guided history, its Law and its truly philosophical religion, was 
less the conversion of other believers than the satisfaction of the 
literary needs of the growing Jewish upper class in Alexandria 
itself. They were no longer satisfied with the traditional Jewish 
edificatory literature, although bit by bit this was being translated 
into Greek. The best example of such translation work is the pro- 
logue by the nephew of Ben Sira, who translated the latter’s wisdom 
book into Greek.*9 By contrast, this literature, like the Septuagint, 
was virtually unnoticed by non-Jews.5° The one exception here is 
possibly the Sibylline writings. Magical and astrological ‘secret 
literature’ of Jewish provenance may have had an even stronger 
external influence. Antiquity saw Moses not only as the great law- 
giver but even more as the arch-magician.5! Pseudepigraphical 
astrological writings of Jewish origin were also in circulation.52 
Interest in Jewish writing outside Judaism itself only increased at 
the time of the empire, above all from the second century AD on- 
wards, under Christian, neo-Pythagorean and Hermetic influence. 

Thus in Egypt, and here especially in Alexandria, the Jewish 
Diaspora developed an extraordinarily lively spiritual life. At least 
the upper classes acquired an often astonishing rhetorical and 


The Hellenization of the Diaspora in Egypt 101 


philosophical education - going beyond a knowledge of Greek, 
which was taken for granted. That means that they gained access 
to the educational institutions of the Greek world, the Greek school, 
the gymnasium and advanced study in rhetoric and philosophy. 
Jewish names appear later on lists of ephebes both in Cyrenaica and 
in Asia Minor.®3 Philo of Alexandria, with his extensive education, 
was certainly not the only Jew who had had a universal enkuklios 
patdera. His complex interpretation of the texts of the Pentateuch 
from the perspective of ‘general learning’ certainly presupposes an 
earlier tradition at this very point. The way towards such an educa- 
tion was probably taken by the upper classes in the Jewish Diaspora 
in Alexandria as early as the third century Bc. It is clear from the 
numerous completely Hellenized epitaphs and inscriptions from 
Leontopolis, which date from the late-Ptolemaic or early Roman 
period, that Hellenistic education was not limited to a small circle 
in the Egyptian capital : with few exceptions, the names are the only 
thing to indicate Jewish tombs.54 Here we learn about the death- 
bringing Moira, Hades with its everlasting darkness, and the 
gloomy descent to Lethe. For the Jewish official Abramos, who 
had led two Jewish politeumata and is praised for his wisdom, the 
poet has only the timeless, conventional wish: ‘May the earth rest 
lightly on you for ever!’55 

Despite this completely external ‘Hellenization’, which was not 
just limited to language and literary education, but covered large 
areas of daily living, the Jewish Diaspora did not become uncon- 
ditionally assimilated to its Hellenistic environment. Jews might 
undergo the customary gymnasium education, make the acquaint- 
ance of Homer and classic poetry, and pursue other rhetorical and 
philosophical studies; they might visit the theatre and games, 
maintain business contacts with non-Jews and even embark on 
successful careers in the administration of the Ptolemaic state, but 
they did not adopt Greek polytheistic religion. ‘They kept the 
sabbath holy, avoided unclean food and went to services in the 
synagogue in which a rhetorically polished lecture, fashioned in the 
form of the diatribe, increasingly came to occupy the central posi- 
tion, alongside prayers and hymns, and made the educated Jew 
feel that he was a representative of the true philosophy.56 It was 
in a similar, well-educated milieu that, for example, the young 
. Pharisee Paul of 'Tarsus acquired his masterly rhetorical style, in 
which rabbinic exegesis and popular philosophy are combined 
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with an apocalyptic view of the world. An education of this kind 
could be given even through Greek-speaking schools in Jerusalem. 

Of course the scope for movement differed from place to place. 
Pseudo Aristeas, for example, makes the courtier Aristeas explain 
Jewish belief in God in the following way. ‘These worship the 
same Lord and Creator of all things whom all men worship. We 
simply give him another name, Zeus and Dis. In this way the men 
of old expressed the fact that the one by whom all things are given 
life and created is himself the director and creator of all things.’5? 
Here the author makes use of the Stoic etymology of Dis from dia 
and Zeus from zén. By contrast, in his version of the Testament 
of Orpheus and in the quotation from Aratus, Aristobulus substi- 
tutes theos for the name of Zeus and expressly stresses: ‘As is 
appropriate, we have given our interpretation by removing the 
words “Dis” or “Zeus” as they appear in the poems, because by 
meaning they refer to God, and that is why we have expressed them 
in that way ... For all philosophers are agreed that people must 
have sacred concepts of God, but that is something about which 
our school of philosophy (Aairesis) is most urgent.’58 Here we find 
signs of a controversy within Judaism over the degree to which it is 
possible to transfer pagan divine names to the true God. That 
critical distinctions of this kind were necessary is evident not only 
from the Greek and Roman attempts to identify the God of Israel 
with other gods, e.g. Dionysius, Sabazius or Jupiter,5® but also 
from the fact that two Jews in the Ptolemaic period attached two 
inscriptions to the pan-temple of ar-Ridisiya near Apollinopolis 
(Edfu) in Upper Egypt in which they give thanks to God (theou 
eulogia or eulogei ton theon), one for rescue from drowning at sea. 
A certain Lazarus even boasts that he has made the journey to the 
Paneion three times.®° For non-Jews, it seemed even more natural 
to identify the God of the Jews with a known divine figure, as the 
real name of the Jewish God, Iao, was kept secret. Lucan therefore 
talks of an ‘tncertus deus’.61 Dionysus above all seems to have lent 
himself to identification with the God of the Jews. That this 
attempt at identification was widespread is clear not only from 
Plutarch, Cornelius Labo and the later compiler Johannes Lydus, 
but even from Tacitus’ protest: ‘However, their priests used to 
perform their chants to the flute and drums, crowned with ivy, and 
a golden vine was discovered in the Temple; and this has led some 
to imagine that the god thus worshipped was Pater Liber, the con- 
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queror of the East. But the two cults are diametrically opposed. 
Liber founded a festive and happy cult; the Jewish belief is para- 
doxical and degraded.’62 It is quite possible that after his victory 
at Raphia, Ptolemy IV Philopator, a fervent worshipper of Dio- 
nysus, attempted to initiate upper-class Jews in Egypt into the 
mysteries of Dionysus through threats and promises, as he himself 
took their God to be a kind of Semitic Dionysus.63 Some decades 
later, radical Jewish reformers, hand in hand with king Antiochus 
IV and pagan military settlers, attempted to change the worship of 
Yahweh on Mount Zion into the cult of Zeus Olympius/Baal 
Shamem, as outsiders felt that this must be one and the same God 
of heaven.64 However, an overwhelming majority of Jews in the 
Diaspora and in the home country resisted this temptation. The 
legendary III Maccabees affirms: ‘However, most stood firm with 
noble souls and did not apostatize from their religion.’®> Thus 
there is no more authentic evidence for Jewish-pagan syncretism 
in the pre-Roman Hellenistic period than there is from Egypt. In 
my view, the development of a ‘Jewish gnosticism’ of which there 
is so much talk today was possible only in the Roman period, after 
Philo. By contrast, we have no sources at all for the Ptolemaic 
era.66 ‘There was a real fusion between Jews and pagans only in 
the sphere of magic and astrology, which proved to be of increasing 
interest to Egyptians, Jews and Greeks from the second century BC 
and penetrated to all levels of the populace. 


II 


The Hellenization of the Diaspora 
outside Egypt 


We have very little information about the early-Hellenistic Dia- 
spora outside Egypt and its ‘Hellenization’. Apart from Joel 4.6, 
with its polemic against the sale of Jewish slaves to the Greeks, 
Isa. 11.11f. and above all 66.19 are the only references in late 
prophetic prediction to a Jewish emigration into the Aegean: 
Greece and Asia Minor. The texts may come from the fourth or 
the beginning of the third century. They are matched by some 
inscriptions from Greece from the fourth and third centuries BC 
(see pp. 88f. above and p. 106 below) which specifically relate to 
Jewish slaves. 

We hear no more of the fate of the two thousand Babylonian 
Jews in Phrygia whom Antiochus settled, along with their families, 
to pacify the province he had regained, while he went on his ana- 
basis to the Eastern provinces (212-205).1 A few years later, after 
the battle of Magnesia in 190 Bc, this area came under the rule of 
the Attalids of Pergamum. As we have a large number of Jewish 
inscriptions from the interior of Asia Minor, from Phrygia and 
Lydia, from Roman times, we may assume that these cleruchs 
formed the backbone of the Diaspora in Asia Minor.? An epitaph 
from Hierapolis in Phrygia speaks of the katozkia of the Jews living 
in Hierapolis. This designation, which is unusual for a synagogue 
community, could go back to the Jewish military settlers.2 An 
earlier list of givers from Iasos in Ionia, dating from the second 
century BC, mentions a Nicetas son of Jason of Jerusalem (Hieroso- 
lymités) who gave one hundred drachmae for the feast of the 
Dionysia. On this Schiirer rightly comments: “The support of a 
pagan festival by a Jew recalls similar happenings in Jerusalem 
before the beginnings of the Maccabean revolt.’4 We do not know 
whether this Nicetas was still really a Jew and whether he made his 
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contribution to the festival of Dionysus voluntarily, or under com- 
pulsion. In the pre-Roman period pressure on Jews seems to have 
been stronger on the west coast of Asia Minor than, say, in 
Ptolemaic Egypt. Even before Marcus Agrippa, round about 13 Bc, 
the Ionian cities asked of the Jews living among them that, ‘If the 
Jews really belonged to them, they should also worship their gods.’5 
An accusation by the rhetorician Apollonius Molon (Rhodian 
ambassador to Rome in 81 Bc), that ‘the Jews do not accept people 
who have other views about God’,® is on similar lines. On the 
other hand, after the successful fight for freedom against the 
Seleucids in Judaea, the good political relationships between the 
new Jewish state and Rome also benefited the Jews in the Aegean 
and Asia Minor. This is demonstrated, for example, by the decree 
of the Pergamenes at the time of Hyrcanus I (135-104 Bc), which 
finally refers to the friendship between Abraham and the fore- 
fathers of the Pergamenes. This is evidently a legend with a pur- 
pose, which recalls the affinity between Jews and Spartans (see 
pp. 116 below) and which perhaps arose among the groups of 
military settlers who had come to Magnesia under the rule of the 
Pergamene empire.”? The Noah coins from Apameia in Phrygia, 
with their representation of the departure from the ark after the 
flood, may also go back to a local Jewish saga from Hellenistic 
times. It is striking here that the ark is depicted in the form of a 
shrine for the Torah.8 The considerable expansion of the Jews even 
in Asia Minor and the Aegean in the second half of the second 
century BC is evident, inter alia, from the letters which were written 
in 142 or 139 Bc by a Roman consul in favour of the Jewish ethnos 
to a series of city states and territories in the Aegean and Asia 
Minor, asking them to hand over fugitive Jewish Hellenists to the 
high priest Simon. A little later, the earliest synagogue so far 
excavated is evidence that there was a large and flourishing Jewish 
community in the trading port of Delos.10 The two tablets of 
curses from the mortuary island of Rheneia, which date from the 
same period, and ask God to take vengeance for the murder of two 
Jewish girls, are not only the first epigraphical evidence for the 
Septuagint, but also show how angels played a particular role in 
the spirituality of these Diaspora Jews. | 

There seem already to have been connections between Jerusalem 
and Sparta in the pre-Maccabean period. This is the only explana- 
tion of the fact that after an abortive attempt at rebellion, the 
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inaugurator of the Hellenistic reform after 175, the high priest Jason, 
son of Simon the Just, from the ancient family of the Oniads, 
deposed and accursed, finally arrived in Sparta by way of Egypt and 
ended his life there. This exceptional choice of location is prob- 
ably connected with the belief of Jewish Hellenists that there was 
an archaic affinity between Jews and Lacedaimonians through 
Abraham. Jason would hardly have fled there had he not had 
acquaintances or friends to go to.!2 At round about the same period 
we also find Jewish epitaphs in Athens.!% Jewish slaves are, how- 
ever, to be found a good deal earlier in Attica, even in the fourth 
and third centuries BC (see pp. 88f. above). As early as the first half 
of the third century Bc, Clearches of Soloi reported the meeting of 
Aristotle with a Jew from Jerusalem who had had a Greek educa- 
tion: ‘he was a Hellene not only in his language but also in his soul’. 
This encounter, which must have taken place as early as 340 Bc, 
should probably be relegated to the realm of fable, but we can infer 
from it that Clearchus, who came from Cyprus, had himself come 
across such Jews.!4 He reflects the interest of the Aristotelian 
school in ‘barbarian philosophy’ which we also find in the fragment 
of Theophrastus on the Jews and in Megasthenes. Here the Jews 
were associated with the Indian gymnosophists and Brahmans.15 
In Asia Minor, where the Jews were much more in the minority 
than they were in Egypt, we may suppose that under the rule of the 
Attalids Jewish syncretistic amalgams developed in which, say, 
Phrygian Sabazius was identified with the kyrios sabadth of the 
Jews. This would explain the remarkable note of Valerius Maximus 
that round about 139 Bc the Praetor Cornelius Hispalus had ex- 
pelled from Rome the Jews who wanted to introduce the cult of 
Jupiter or Iovis Sabazius. However, this report might also derive 
from a simple confusion of the names Iao Sabaoth and [ovis 
Sabazius.16 Although there is evidence of the cult of Zeus or theos 
hypsistos in Asia Minor, Macedonia, Thrace and Egypt, and also in 
the Bosphorus empire, and of the widespread worship of the theos 
aggelos, sometimes identified with Zeus hypsistos, in Roman Asia 
Minor,!”? we need not always suppose Jewish influence, although 
cross-fertilization is quite possible.!8 Thus, for example, it is strik- 
ing that the theos hypsistos inscriptions which are obviously Jewish 
(because they come from the synagogues) often date from the pre- 
Christian, Hellenistic period, whereas the pagan cult of the 
‘supreme God’ only really began to flourish in the Roman empire. 
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We find a further point of contact with syncretistic amalgams of 
Judaism and paganism in connection with the observance of the 
sabbath, which despite all the polemic could also prove attractive 
for non-Jews.!9 Thus in Phrygia there is isolated evidence for the 
cult of a theos Sabathikos. A verse inscription calls him ‘the greatest 
God’ (megistos hyparchén) ‘who possesses the world’ (tou kate- 
chontos ton kosmon).2° Two inscriptions in Western Cilicia date 
from the same period, that of Augustus: they are evidence of a 
cultic association of the Sabbatistat, which worshipped a theos 
Sabbatistés under the leadership of a synagogeus.21 On the other 
hand, the Sabbatheion in Thyateira may have been a synagogue.22 
At the same time we find in Naucratis in Egypt a synodos Sambatiké, 
which probably practised a similar cult.23 There is also clear Jewish 
influence in the synodos peri theon hypsiston in 'Tanis at the mouth 
of the Don, where ‘worshippers of the supreme God’ (sebomenot 
theon hypsiston) had gathered together. By contrast, in other cities 
in this region these ‘godfearers’ were directly connected with the 
Jewish synagogue community.24 Particularly in Asia Minor, this 
syncretistic evidence continues down to the sect of the Hypsis- 
tarians in the fourth century aAp.*° It is very probable that Jewish 
pagan amalgams of this kind, which suddenly emerge at the 
beginning of the Christian era, had already begun to develop in 
pre-Christian, Hellenistic times. We should look for their place of 
origin in Asia Minor rather than in Egypt itself. In Asia Minor, 
too, for the first time groups of sympathetic non-Jews, the so- 
called ‘godfearers’, may have come into being, not fully adherents 
of Judaism, but associated with the synagogue community. Paul’s 
mission to the Gentiles proved particularly successful here. In the 
first century AD, the Roman satirists accept them as part of the 
scene, and so does Luke, who may well have been one of them.?6 

We should not, of course, overestimate these syncretistic mar- 
ginal groups. And at the same time we should ask whether they 
were pagan associations who allowed themselves to be influenced 
by Judaism, or whether paganized Jews played the decisive role. 
Presumably the first of the alternatives was the case. A Jew who 
broke with the Law is hardly likely to have turned to a semi- 
Jewish cult; he will have become completely assimilated to his 
Hellenistic environment. Even outside Egypt, Diaspora Judaism 
of the Hellenistic period shows an astonishing capacity to resist the 
temptation of real assimilation, the surrender of the distinguishing 
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mark of Jewish faith, its bond with the Law and the one God. On 
the contrary, it demonstrated its strength by carrying on an active 
mission. On the other hand, it can be shown that the Diaspora 
communities who had an independent tradition from before the 
Maccabean period — for example in Egypt, Cyrenaica, Asia 
Minor and the Aegean, adopted a freer attitude towards Hellenistic 
culture than those communities which only came into being after 
the Maccabean revolt with a marked influx from Palestine, as for 
example in Rome and Italy. The role of Alexandria as the centre of 
a Hellenistic Jewish pattern of education was unique here and 
unrivalled in the rest of the ancient world. We can see evidence of 
the difference I have just described, for example, by comparing the 
Jewish epitaphs from Leontopolis about the beginning of the 
Christian era with the numerous Jewish inscriptions in Rome from 
the Christian era, or by comparing Jewish literature from Alexan- 
dria up to the time of Philo with the work of Josephus, the 
Hellenized Palestinian Jew, who wrote in Rome. 

It is strange that we know almost nothing at all about the early 
development of Diaspora Judaism in the area which had the largest 
Jewish population in the Christian era, namely in Syria and 
Phoenicia. Josephus reports of the Jews in Antioch that, like those 
in Alexandria, they had enjoyed zsopoliteia from the foundation of 
the city. In reality this will only have been a special corporation 
law for the Jewish community there.2” In the sources, the com- 
munity appears for the first time at the time of the Hellenistic re- 
form. Thus it is said to have been enraged by the murder, by 
Andronicus, of the high priest Onias III, who had taken refuge in 
the sanctuary of the temple of Apollo and Artemis in Daphne.?8 
Evidently no offence was taken at the fact that the Jewish priest 
had looked for sanctuary in a pagan temple. As far as one can see, 
the community was not troubled during the forcible reform at- 
tempt in Jerusalem under Antiochus Epiphanes. The anti-Jewish 
measures taken by the king and the radical reformers were evidently 
limited to Palestine. As a royal foundation, under the ‘kings suc- 
ceeding Antiochus’ the great synagogue in Antioch received some 
of the vessels plundered by Antiochus Epiphanes from the Temple 
in Jerusalem. In this connection Josephus speaks of a hieron. Now 
that Jerusalem had become increasingly remote from the Seleucid 
empire, perhaps there was an attempt here to create a rival sanc- 
tuary — as in Leontopolis or in ‘Iraq al-Amir (‘Araq el-Emir) in 
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Transjordania.”9 The legend of the martyrdom of a Jewish mother 
and her seven sons was later cherished in the Jewish community 
there. It is possible that the tractate known as IV Maccabees was 
‘written there — but of course only in Roman times.29 However, 
Antioch, unlike Alexandria, never won independent significance as 
a centre of Jewish-Hellenistic culture and literature. The Seleucids 
never succeeded in making their capital an intellectual centre even 
remotely comparable with Alexandria. Presumably — though in 
view of the state of the sources this can be no more than a conjec- 
ture — the ‘Hellenization’ of the Jews in Syria and Phoenicia went 
on at a slower pace than in Egypt, since here the Jewish population 
found strong support in the fact that they spoke Aramaic. On the 
other hand, the Canaanite that was spoken in Phoenician cities was 
akin to Hebrew. However, in the Roman period, Greek became 
fully established even here, at least in the larger cities and among 
the upper class.31 The same is true of large areas of Palestine, above 
all in the coastal regions. As there had long been a variety of con- 
tacts between the heart of Judaism in Palestine, the Phoenician 
coastal cities and the Syrian metropolises in the north, like 
Damascus, Apameia and Antioch, the internal development of 
Judaism in Syria must in any case be seen in close connection with 
the home country itself. Connections between Palestine and Syria 
were stronger than with Alexandria, above all from the beginning 
of the Seleucid rule. This is further confirmed by the course of the 
earliest Christian mission, which found its first Gentile Christian 
centre in Antioch, rather than in Alexandria. 


12 


The Influence of Hellenistic Civilization 
in Jewish Palestine down to the 
Maccabean Period 


It was in Palestine that the Jews made the acquaintance of the 
Macedonians and Greeks in the time after Alexander’s expedition. 
Not only did they discover them as a cultural force; they were also 
confronted with their absolute military and political superiority. 
Even more markedly than under Persian rule the Jews now became 
the passive object of history and were the helpless victims of the 
changing configurations of power in Syria and Palestine during the 
struggle of the Diadochoi. The fact that they are either not men- 
tioned at all in the Greek sources of the time, or only appear on the 
periphery (Agatharcides and Hecataeus of Abdera), only shows 
their political impotence. ‘The renewal of prophetic prediction in 
the early ‘apocalyptic’ of the anonymous author of Deutero- 
Zechariah! or the Isaiah apocalypse shows that under the impact of 
the cruelty of war and the arrogance of the new rulers, God’s 
intervention to save his people was a matter of intense expectation. 
Now the Greeks could take the place of the traditional opponents, 
the Assyrians and the Babylonians, as the eschatological enemies 
of the people of God.? That means that the first stage was not 
cultural encounter but polemical confrontation, which is continued 
in the image of the cruel and godless ‘fourth kingdom’ of later _ 
apocalyptic. The emigration of Jews to Egypt under the rule 
of Ptolemy I Soter, reported by Pseudo-Hecataeus, will — as 
Pseudo-Aristeas suggests — have largely been the result of 
external compulsion (see pp. 19f. above). By contrast, the writ- 
ings of the Chronicler show that what made an impression 
was above all the military power of the Macedonians and the 
fortresses built by the Ptolemies, along with their agriculture 
based on large estates;? at the same time, the greater harshness 
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of the foreign rule led to a picture of the past painted in 
ideal colours, with a heightened contrast between good and 
evil. 

Whereas the destruction of Samaria and the foundation of a 
Macedonian military colony considerably reduced the political and 
economic supremacy of their northern fellow-countrymen akin in 
descent and religion (see p. 8f. above), the specifically Jewish 
region of the old Persian sub-satrapy of Yehud suffered no ill 
consequences from the foundation of Graeco-Macedonian military 
colonies on the coastal plain and in Transjordania.4 The great 
trade routes by-passed Jerusalem, and the zeal with which the 
Phoenician coastal cities adopted Greek language and Greek ways 
of life — at least outwardly — need not necessarily have been 
imitated immediately in the hill-country of Judaea. However, once 
political conditions had been stabilized at the beginning of the 
third century BC, a turning point will have come. The new ruler 
Ptolemy I Soter was concerned to further military and economic 
development in the newly-won bulwark formed by Palestine, a 
policy in which he was followed by his no less brilliant son Ptolemy 
II Philadelphus; in the wake of this, Palestinian Judaism, which 
was conservative simply by virtue of its geographical setting, could 
no longer escape the spirit of the new age. The small area of the 
Jewish territory around Jerusalem and the relative poverty of the 
population compared with the rich Phoenician and Palestinian 
coastal cities should not blind us to the fact that there was a 
vigorous intellectual life in the various Jewish wisdom schools in 
the country, stimulated not least by the growing Jewish Diaspora 
in Egypt, Babylonia and Syria. Since, as we saw, the Jews adopted 
the Greek language and a Greek way of life relatively quickly in 
Egypt, because they came as military settlers, merchants, crafts- 
men, peasants or slaves, this influence will in turn have had an 
effect on the home country through those who returned.® The 
fragments of the Jewish literature of the fourth and third centuries 
as they have come down to us in the late works of the Old Testa- 
ment canon and in the apocrypha, show a great variety of content 
and literary forms; nor was this literature all religious in character: 
some of it took the form of secular belles lettres.6 Even though we 
must be very careful about arguing for ‘Hellenistic influence’ in 
this early period, here at least we come up against an intellectual 
climate that was prepared to be stimulated and influenced in a 
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number of ways; in particular some tendencies in the development 
of Jewish wisdom and also in apocalyptic made them particularly 
open to such an encounter with Greek ideas.’ In the papyrus docu- 
ments connected with the journey to Palestine made by Zeno as 
agent of Apollonius the finance minister in 259 Bc, we find a great 
many contacts between Greek officers, officials, merchants and 
adventurers, and the local Semitic inhabitants, including Jews. The 
Ptolemaic administration sought to administer its colony just as 
strictly and exploit it with just as much thoroughness as the 
Egyptian mother country itself. Greek agents and “excisemen’ 
visited every last village for this purpose. The numerous garrisons 
and military colonies which had to protect the frontier province 
against the Seleucids in the north and the Arabic tribes in the East, 
and against inner unrests, were ethnically mixed and furthered the 
process of economic and cultural integration. Jerusalem, too, seems 
to have had a permanent garrison with which the Jewish popula- 
tion had to live. In addition there were regular contacts with the 
numerous armies which crossed Palestine and, say in winter, were 
billetted among the local population in the villages. It was prob- 
ably contacts of this kind which made young Jews, too, want to be 
mercenaries so that they could enjoy the same privileges as the 
foreign soldiers. Between the death of Alexander the Great and the 
Roman conquest by Pompey (323-63 Bc), Morton Smith counts 
‘at least 200 campaigns fought in or across Palestine’. One dif- 
ference from Egypt, where the native aristocracy no longer had a 
role, was that the Ptolemaic officials and military forces were pre- 
pared to work in close collaboration with the local upper classes in 
the province and to allow them to have a share in its produce.® 
Thus we find a mixed Macedonian-Jewish military colony in 
Ammanitis in Transjordania commanded not by a Greek but by 
the Jewish magnate Tobias, whose family controlled the area even 
in Persian times and whose predecessors had once caused 
Nehemiah very great difficulties.1° According to Josephus he was 
the brother-in-law of the high priest. Zeno paid a visit to his citadel 
in Ammanitis with great success, and he later appears in corre- 
spondence with Apollonius and the king in Alexandria, treating 
them almost as his equals. He sends the king rare animals for his 
zoo, and provides Apollonius with young slaves. In this corre- 
spondence he also proves himself to be a very liberal Jew. Of course 
he has a Greek secretary. As commander of a Ptolemaic unit with 
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Macedonian subordinates he himself must also have been capable 
of both speaking and writing Greek.1! 

According to the Tobiad romance in Josephus, his son Joseph 
became a figure of great political and economic significance in 
Jerusalem — presumably under Ptolemy III Euergetes. Not only 
did he become prostatés, representative of the Jewish ethnos to the 
Ptolemaic kingdom, but he also succeeded in securing for himself 
supervision of tax collection throughout the whole province of 
‘Syria and Phoenicia’, as he had particularly good connections with 
the royal house. He forcibly overcame individual Hellenistic cities 
which sought to resist the new tax authority. He maintained a 
permanent agent in Alexandria who administered his gigantic for- 
tunes and kept relations happy by sending ‘gifts’ to the court and 
royal officials. We may take it for granted that this Joseph was 
thoroughly Hellenized and also brought up his sons in Greek ways. 
That is the only explanation for his rapid rise. His youngest son, 
Hyrcanus, later became supreme commander of the family pos- 
sessions in the Ammanitis including the Ptolemaic military settle- 
ment, where he ‘levied tribute from the barbarians’ (kakei dietriben 
phorologén tous barbarous); in other words, he subjected the 
Nabataean and Arabian tribes there. His brothers continued to 
have great political influence in Jerusalem.!2 Their descendants 
became the protagonists of the radical Hellenistic reform which 
followed the accession of Antiochus IV Epiphanes in 175 Bc.18 
Through the Tobiad family in particular, remote and retrograde 
Jerusalem was introduced to a new, luxurious life-style which was 
certainly in conflict with the strict principles of ancient Israelite 
tradition and which Koheleth describes tersely and aptly: ‘Feasts 
are held at will, and wine gladdens life, and money answers 
everything.’14 

The gradual invasion of Hellenistic civilization is also clear from 
the appearance of Greek names. In Phoenician territory we find 
numerous Greek names and Graeco-Semitic double names as early 
as the third century. We find a vivid mixture of Phoenician, 
Idumaean, Jewish and Greek names in the Phoenician colony of 
Marisa, founded in the middle of the third century. It was the chief 
centre in Idumaea, only about twenty-five miles south-west of 
Jerusalem and in a cultural milieu which had already been fully 
_ Hellenized.15 There was also presumably a Sidonian colony of the 
same kind, in Samaritan Shechem (Sikima). Individual fragments 
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of inscriptions of Greek names have also been found there.16 
Goodenough’s verdict on the tombs of Marisa may also be applied 
to Shechem, and indeed to large areas of Palestine at the beginning 
of the second century: ‘It seems reasonable to suppose that we 
have here a picture of the sort of syncretizing Hellenization against 
which, as it affected Jews, the Maccabees revolted. Had syncretism 
gone on in this way among the Jews, Judaism would probably be 
now as little known as the other religions of the ancient Levant.’!’ 

We find Greek names even among ‘conservative’ Jews in Pales- 
tine: the fathers of the delegates sent to Sparta or Rome by the 
Maccabaeans Jonathan and Simon, Numenius, son of Antiochus, 
Antipater, son of Jason, and Alexander, son of Dorotheos, will all 
have been born at the end of the third century Bc.18 The second 
son of the high priest Simon the Just appears under the name 
Jason. He displaced his conservative brother Onias III and in 175 
became the real power behind the Hellenistic reform, which sought 
to transform Jerusalem into a Greek polis. With royal consent, and 
to the general approval of the aristocracy of Jerusalem, he estab- 
lished a gymnasium alongside the Temple and had the sons of the 
high-born educated there as ephebes.19 However, after a few years 
he had to give way to the even more radical brothers, Menelaus, 
Lysimachus and Simon, from the priestly family of Bilga, who 
were closely associated with the Tobiads. After an unsuccessful 
attempt at rebellion, Jason fled via Petra and Egypt to his supposed 
relatives in Sparta.2° According to rabbinic accounts, because of 
this the priestly order of Bilga was later excluded from service at 
sacrifices ‘for all time’, allegedly because the daughter of a priest, 
Miriam, had married a Greek officer and had desecrated the altar 
in the Temple. Evidently at the time of the reform the members of 
this order had been unconditionally in favour of assimilation. In 
his enumeration of the priestly orders, Eleazar Kalir still calls them 
‘the Greek order’. There are a few other indications of Jewish 
mixed marriages in early Hellenistic Palestine.2! There was even 
free love. Meleager of Gadara in Transjordania complains in an 
epigram that his beloved Dema is warming herself with a Jewish 
lover on the cold sabbath.22 The otherwise unknown Antigonus of 
Socoh, who according to Pirge Aboth 1.3 received the Law from 
Simon the Just and rejected the expectation of reward as slavish, 
was probably also a contemporary of Jason and Menelaus. At a 
later date he was made the spiritual father of the Sadducees. The 
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only two officers of the Maccabean cavalry from Transjordania, 
presumably from the cleruchy of Tobias and Hyrcanus, to be 
mentioned by name are called Dositheos and Sosipatros.23 John, 
from the priestly family of Haqqos, who negotiated with Antiochus 
III about 200 Bc (see p. 42 above), called his son Eupolemus. 
Under Judas Maccabaeus he became leader of the first embassy in 
Rome and composed what was presumably a historical work about 
the Jewish kings in Greek.24 Under the Hasmonaeans this predilec- 
tion for Greek names and Greek culture continued in the upper 
class, despite all the resistance from the circles faithful to the 
Torah. It is striking that we find foreign names equally among the 
advocates of the Hellenistic reform and their Maccabean op- 
ponents. A large number of the seventy-two elders of the Letter of 
Aristeas, who come to Alexandria to translate the Torah, have 
Greek names like Theodosius, Theodotus, Theophilus, Dositheus 
and Jason. The author of the letter evidently took this for granted.25 

Even more important than the Greek names of individual 
translators is the fact that the author also takes it for granted that 
the seventy-two Jewish scholars from Palestine ‘not only had a 
thorough knowledge of Jewish literature but also had a thorough 
knowledge of Greek’.26 That means that at about the middle of the 
second century BC the author thought it quite possible that edu- 
cated Palestinian Jews could have a perfect knowledge of Greek. 
As early as the first half of the third century Bc, Clearchus of Soloi 
presupposes that Jews from Jerusalem had a Greek education.?? 
Furthermore, one of the foundations of the political success of the 
various Jewish delegations, first in Antioch and then in Sparta and 
Rome, was that their members could speak and write perfect 
Greek.?8 

The same is true of communications with Diaspora Judaism in 
Egypt, Asia Minor and the Aegean, where the knowledge of 
Aramaic had quickly been lost. If the Temple in Jerusalem wanted 
to maintain and develop its significance as the religious centre of 
Judaism in the Hellenistic world, it had to keep in touch with the 
communities there. The pilgrims who came to the feasts in Jeru- 
salem from the West brought their Greek mother tongue to 
Jerusalem.29 The various documents in Greek from the second 
century BC in Josephus and in Maccabees indicate an experienced 
Greek chancery in the Temple. The Hasmoneans later attempted 
quite deliberately to strengthen the religious and political influence 
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of the Jerusalem sanctuary on the Diaspora, and to this end even 
encouraged the dissemination of nationalistic Jewish literature in 
the Greek-speaking Diaspora and probably also its translation into 
Greek. Herod gladly continued this policy, and even more markedly 
than the Hasmoneans made himself the political advocate and 
protector of Diaspora Judaism. Under him Jerusalem became even 
more of a Greek-speaking city — at least as far as the upper classes 
were concerned.?0 

We find the first slight traces of the influence of Greek in 
Koheleth, in Ben Sira and with the musical instruments in the 
book of Daniel. They are then extraordinarily numerous in later 
Jewish rabbinic literature.®! Literary Hebrew and Aramaic as we 
find them, say, in the writings of the Qumran library, give the 
impression of being almost artificially pure in comparison with the 
spoken idioms of later Talmudic literature. This suggests that 
foreign words had found their way into the vernacular sub- 
stantially earlier, a fact which is now also confirmed by the 
Aramaic copper scroll of Qumran.?? 

The establishment of a gymnasium with ephebes in Jerusalem 
in 175 Bc would have been unthinkable had not the knowledge of 
Greek and in some respects of Greek literature not already been 
widespread among the Jerusalem aristocracy at this time. This also 
presupposes the existence of a Greek elementary school — presum- 
ably on a private basis — in the Jewish capital.33 

A further indication of the penetration of Greek thought 
into Jerusalem is the claim that the Jews were related to the 
Spartans through Abraham, which presumably arose as early as 
the third century Bc among circles which were well-disposed to- 
wards the Greeks. The starting point is the letter from the Spartan 
king Areus to the high priest Onias II. As king Areus I was killed 
at Corinth in 265 Bc, in the Chremonidean war, and the initiative 
in questions of affinity is hardly likely to have come from the 
Spartans, this letter may be a forgery. The Phoenicians similarly 
appealed to their affinity with the Greeks through Cadmus; 
according to Hecataeus the ancestors of the Greeks once emigrated 
from Egypt with the Danaeans under the leadership of Cadmus at 
the time when Moses set out for Palestine. According to the 
Jewish historian Cleodemus Malchus, Heracles married a grand- 
daughter of Abraham in Libya. In Asia Minor the Pergamenes 
called attention to the former friendship of their ancestors with 
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Abraham. Whereas the Romans claimed that they were descended 
from fugitives from Troy, various cities in south-western Asia 
Minor claimed to be Lacedaemonian colonies. A letter from the 
people of Tyre to Delphi, preserved on an inscription, calls the 
Delphians ‘kindred’.34 According to E. Bickerman, this sort of 
thing was regarded as an ‘entrance ticket into European culture’ ,35 
i.e. into the community of the Hellenes. Constructions of this kind 
in the third century thus served as an ideological preparation for 
the transformation of Jerusalem into a Greek polis after 175 Bc. It 
is striking that even Jonathan the Maccabee referred to this Jewish 
Hellenistic legend in his attempt to strike up a political alliance 
with the Spartans, which certainly went against his hatred of the 
Greeks and the national self-consciousness of his Hasidic com- 
patriots. It is evident here that the Hasmoneans did not really slow 
down the ‘process of Hellenization’ in Palestinian Judaism, but in 
fact continued it as soon as they themselves came to power.36 The 
assertion of an affinity between the Jews and the Spartans may of 
course also be connected with the conservative attitude of both 
peoples towards their law given on the one hand by Moses and on 
the other by Lycurgus, along with their xenophobia and their 
pride in their military past. 

Higher, literary Greek education also gradually began to find a 
footing in Palestine. Thus for example in Gaza and Sidon we find 
two extensive verse inscriptions in impeccable form from the 
period round about 200 sc. The one from Gaza is the epitaph of 
two Ptolemaic officers and members of their family ;3? the one from 
Sidon is in honour of the suffete Diotimus for his victory in the 
pan-Hellenic Nemean chariot race in Argos. The poem lays special 
emphasis on the mythological affinity between Argives, Thebans 
and Phoenicians.38 A graffito from one of the tombs of Marisa 
contains a skilful erotic poem in the genre of the Locrian hymn.®9 
The fortress of Gadara in Transjordania was a special seedbed of 
Greek culture. Strabo, who in fact confuses Gadara with Gazara 
(Gezer), which had become Jewish in the Maccabean period,* 
mentions four famous writers who come from this city, remote 
from all other centres of ancient culture: ‘Philodemus the Epi- 
curean, Meleager, Menippus the satirist ‘and Theodorus the 
Rhetorician from our days’.41 Menippus was presumably born 
towards the end of the fourth century and is said to have been sold 
as a slave to Sinope, in Pontus in Asia Minor. We might conclude 
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from this that he was descended, riot from new Greek settlers, but 
from Syrians, were not the theme of slaves and celebrated literary 
figures quite so widespread. This would in that case be an example 
of the degree to which even then Semites could become assimilated 
to Greek culture. Later he became a citizen of Thebes. According 
to Diogenes Laertius, who calls him a ‘Phoenician’, he became the 
pupil of the Cynic Metrocles. He is the creator of the polemic 
philosophical genre of the satire. The new stylistic form combining 
prose and poetry which he introduced evidently has Semitic roots. 
A later Syrian, Lucian of Samosata, then completely transformed 
the Greek satire, with reference to Menippus. Meleager, the creator 
of the Greek Anthology, was born in the middle of the second cen- 
tury and educated in Tyre, where the ‘Phoenician school’, which 
was significant for Greek lyric poetry, developed under Antipater 
of Sidon (about 170-100 Bc). Meleager himself called his native 
city ‘Assyrian Attica’, and a later epitaph gives it the honorific title 
chréstomousia. 

In the second century BC, significant philosophers like the Stoic 
Boethus of Sidon and the Epicurean Zeno of Sidon taught in 
Phoenician cities. Meleager and the younger Philodemus were 
both marked by Epicurean joze de vivre. Ashkelon, too, became an 
intellectual centre alongside Gadara in the second century Bc and 
produced a series of significant philosophers and writers.42 Of 
course the intellectual development of Hellenistic Palestine suf- 
fered a severe blow as a result of Jewish-Hasmonean and Arabic- 
Iturean expansion. Almost all the Palestinian poets and _ philo- 
sophers emigrated to the West, especially to Italy. The papyrus 
library of Herculaneum, some of which survives, goes back to the 
Epicurean Philodemus of Gadara. How far the lively intellectual 
milieu of the Phoenician cities, as of individual Greek settlements, 
like Gadara, extended its influence into the Jewish world must 
remain an open question. However, events during the Hellenistic 
reform show that the Hellenists in Jerusalem thought it particu- 
larly important to have good contacts with the Phoenician cities, as 
centres of Hellenistic civilization. Because of that, the citizens of 
the newly founded pols of Antiocheia in Jerusalem participated in 
the quinquennial festivals in Tyre which had been founded by 
Alexander, under the aegis of the high priest Jason. However, at 
that time they did not dare give directly to the Tyrian god Heracles 
Melkart the three hundred drachmae which the high priest had 
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provided for a sacrifice, so the money was used to equip ships.48 
Even the pro-Maccabean Jewish Palestinian ‘historian’ Eupolemus 
still tells proudly how Solomon had once sent king Syron of Tyre 
a golden pillar which Syron had erected in ‘the temple of Zeus’, 
i.e. of the Phoenician Baal Shamem; this report is also confirmed 
by Tyrian historians.44 Thus for example the Phoenician ‘his- 
torians’ Laitos and Menander reported that Solomon had married 
the daughter of the Phoenician king when king Menelaus of Sparta 
visited Tyre after the capture of Troy.4° Such elaborations of their 
own national history made it possible for Phoenicians and Jews on 
the one hand to stress their connection with superior Greek culture 
while at the same time pointing to the greater antiquity of their 
own tradition, which made them teachers of the Greeks. On a 
similar level is the assertion of Meleager of Gadara that Homer 
had been a Syrian, ‘since in accordance with the customs of his 
homeland he never has the Achaeans eating fish, although the 
Hellespont is full of them’.46 The Hellenistic-type designation of 
Jerusalem as Hierosolyma, which appears for the first time in 
Hecataeus and in the Zeno papyri, but only late on in the Septua- 
gint and in Hellenized authors,*? may well be more than a fortuitous 
piece of nomenclature; it may be a deliberate Greek interpretation 
made by earlier Jewish Hellenistic circles which is connected with 
Homeric tradition. The first part of the word, hiero-, showed the 
holy city, like Hiera- or Hieropolis in Phrygia or like the Syrian 
Hierapolis-Bambyce or the various Hierai-k6mai in Asia Minor, to 
be a temple city. This corresponds with the report of Polybius 
quoted by Josephus (Antt. XII, 136): “The Jews who live around 
the sanctuary (hieron) called Hierosolyma .. .’ On the other hand, 
the second half of the word, -solyma, connects the inhabitants with 
the ‘famed people of the Solymians’ (Solymoist . . . kydalimoist), 
already mentioned by Homer in Iliad VI, 184, a people who, 
according to Eratosthenes (Pliny, Historia Naturalis V, 127), no 
longer existed. As Homer, Odyssey V, 283, also speaks of ‘moun- 
tains of Solymi’ in the vicinity of Ethiopia, in his account of the 
antiquity of the Jewish people in Contra Apionem, Josephus can 
describe its inhabitants, who according to a poem of Choirilos of 
Samos were part of Xerxes’ army, as Jews (Contra Apionem I, 
173f.); Pseudo-Manetho also calls the later inhabitants of Hiero- 
solyma Solymitai (Contra Apionem 1, 248, cf. 241). The fourth 
Sibylline oracle (115, 126) and Philostratus in his Vita Apolloniu 
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(6, 29) also similarly call Jerusalem simply Solyma; Tacitus 
(Histories 5, 2, 3) finally gives the ancient reader an illuminating 
explanation for this: ‘Others (ali) attribute a glorious origin 
(clara .. . initia) to the Jews. The Solymians, a race celebrated in 
the poems of Homer, called the capital which they founded 
Hierosolyma, taking up their own name.’ The ali is presumably a 
reference to Hellenistic Jews. The Greek interpretation of the holy 
city along these lines was surely meant to heighten its significance 
in Greek eyes. Thus the alteration of the name follows the same 
line as the alleged affinity to the Spartans. 

Alexander Polyhistor has preserved for us fragments of a 
Jewish-Samaritan historical work which praises similar tendencies 
and which was presumably written in Palestine after the conquest 
by the Seleucids, but before the outbreak of the Maccabean revolt. 
According to this, Enoch, whom the Greeks call Atlas, received the 
secrets of astrology from the angels and handed them down to 
posterity. Abraham, ‘who surpassed all men in nobility and wis- 
dom’, then brought them at God’s command to the West and first 
taught the Phoenicians, and later the Egyptian priests in Helio- 
polis. This is a deliberate reversal of the biblical pattern of 
Abraham’s journeying. As later, in the Sibylline writings, the pagan 
gods are devalued in a euhemeristic way and made to serve the 
greater glory of the Jews through the theme of the ‘first inventor’ 
(prétos heuretés). 'The Samaritan origin of the history emerges from 
the stress on the ‘city sanctuary of Hargarizim’, as the place where 
Abraham ‘received gifts’ from the priest-king Melchizedek.*8 

The spirit of the new age and indeed the direct influence of 
Greek thought can even be found in some parts of Hebrew wisdom 
literature. This is true above all of the book Koheleth, which is 
puzzling in so many ways, and in which earlier scholars traced the 
influence of Greek philosophy. The work was probably written in 
the third century, in Jerusalem, under the Ptolemies; to some 
degree it has an aura of the early Hellenistic enlightenment.*9 This 
is already evident from certain linguistic affinities. Thus terms for 
destiny which Koheleth is fond of using, like migreh, death, and 
heleg, man’s due portion, recall Greek moira and tyché. The often- 
recurring ‘under the sun’ was regarded as another Graecism. It 
was supposed that a Greek equivalent of the decisive term hebel, 
nothingness, was typhos; ‘adsah tob represented the Greek eu 
prattein or eu dran, while tdb *ser yapeh was thought to be the well- 
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known kalos kdgathos or to kalon philon.®° There are also Greek 
parallels to the stress on time as a term for destiny. Other features 
are the impersonal conception of God, restraint towards prayer and 
worship, the complete absence of Jewish history with the exception 
of the disputed mention of Solomon at the beginning, the omission 
of the tradition about the Law, and above all the almost fatalistic 
notion that man is the victim of his fate and that the only thing for 
him to do is to enjoy his portion as long as he may. In particular, 
this invitation to carpe diem and the conception that after death 
‘the breath of man ascends on high’ has a wealth of Greek 
parallels.51 A comparison with the Greek gnomic tradition shows 
that Koheleth must have been acquainted with it. The question 
remains open whether he knew it from oral tradition or in a 
literary form. Presumably both were available. Parallels can be 
produced from Greek poetry and popular philosophy for almost 
every verse.52 It should, however, be stressed that Koheleth com- 
bined these new stimuli coming from outside with traditional 
Jewish, Eastern wisdom teaching, with which he is engaged in a 
critical discussion, to produce a coherent work with a character 
all of its own and a considerable degree of artistic skill. Presum- 
ably his provocative work, which above all broke with the old 
pattern of a just connection between act and consequence 
brought about by God, and thus raised doubts as to God’s 
righteousness and goodness, was later revised and toned down 
by another hand.53 

Another wisdom teacher is Ben Sira, who presumably lived a 
generation or two later than Koheleth, whose work he knew and 
used. In contrast to Koheleth, he does not hide behind a mysterious 
nom de plume, and is the first writer in Hebrew literature to give 
his own name. This too is a sign of a new age.®4 Awareness of the 
nature of intellectual originality now also found its way into 
Palestinian Judaism. Furthermore, the author openly presents him- 
self as a ‘wise man’ and a ‘scribe’ who invites the young into his 
‘school’ and — in contrast to the earlier wisdom of a Job or a 
Koheleth — deliberately takes his place in the tradition of the 
salvation history of Israel. Perhaps he was one of the ‘temple 
scribes’ mentioned in the decree of Antiochus III. Sometimes he 
speaks with the claim of prophetic authority and includes the inter- 
pretation of the prophetic writings in his task as a scribe.5> More 
than that, however, for him the Torah given by God on Sinai is 
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central; he boldly identifies it with the pre-existent wisdom which 
God poured out on all creation. 

At God’s bidding, this primal and universal wisdom found its 
dwelling place on Mount Zion in Jerusalem: here the mediating 
form of wisdom, which by virtue of its universality could be com- 
pared with the Platonic world-soul and the Stoic Logos, is exclu- 
sively connected with Israel, God’s chosen people, and his 
sanctuary. In the hymn to wisdom in chapter 24, the centrepiece of 
his work, Ben Sira follows Prov. 8.22ff. by taking over aretalogical 
forms known to us from the Egyptian Isis aretalogies and which 
were perhaps used in Palestine in honour of Phoenician-Canaanite 
Astarte.®°6 Here we have a characteristic which distinguishes him 
markedly from Koheleth. However, he uses new ‘Hellenistic’ 
forms and material just as much as Koheleth, not to criticize the 
traditional religious heritage of Israel but to defend it in the con- 
temporary intellectual struggle.Thus he attacks the wicked men 
and apostates, i.e. the Hellenists among the Jewish aristocracy, 
who want to forsake the Law;°’ those who deny free will, who make 
God himself responsible for their failure, and above all those who 
doubt the justice of God’s recompense. He defends the purpose- 
fulness of the world and God’s providence and justice with Stoic 
arguments; that is, he tries to develop something like a theodicy in 
terms of popular philosophy. Like Chrysippus, he argues that the 
evil in the world is there for the just punishment of sinners.58 Ben 
Sira can describe the relationship of God to the world in almost 
pantheistic-sounding formulas: ‘and the sum of our words 1s: “He 
is the all’’ ’.59 While on the one hand he takes up themes from the 
social preaching of the prophets, by attacking the exploitation of 
the poor by the rich landowners,® on the other hand he can value 
riches, is familiar with the etiquette of Greek meals, defends con- 
sultations with doctors and praises the reputation and the political 
significance of the wise man who travels to foreign lands on behalf 
of the great.61 Like Koheleth, he also knows Greek gnomic litera- 
ture,62 but does not glorify the wisdom and the heroes of alien 
peoples; his praise is reserved for the Torah and the great men of 
God from the sacred history which reaches from Adam and Enoch 
to his contemporary, the high priest Simon the Just,63 whose sons 
he warns about division:64 round about 180 Bc, when he was 
finishing his book, the Hellenistic reform was already casting a 
shadow forward. The eschatological prayer, with its petition for 
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liberation from the Gentile yoke, clearly shows that he was very 
critical of alien Seleucid rule. However, with the caution of a wise 
man, he knows how to disguise his criticism, and this prayer, too, 
is set in the framework of an almost universalist philosophical con- 
cept of God. It begins with the petition, ‘Have mercy upon us, O 
Lord, the God of all . . .” and ends, ‘and all who are on the earth 
will know that thou art the Lord, the God of the ages.’65 There 
has been much discussion as to whether Ben Sira was pro- 
Hellenist or anti-Hellenist, but this is to pose a false alternative.66 
It must be viewed in the light of the divided historical situation in 
Judaea in the pre-Maccabean period. Furthermore, a distinction 
needs to be made between a Hellenistic-type form and the basically 
xenophobic tendency.’ Ben Sira was a religious conservative, a 
Jewish séper (scribe), faithful to the Torah and thinking in 
nationalistic terms, who believed that he had an obligation to 
ancestral tradition but was nevertheless more influenced than he 
was aware by the spirit of his time, i.e. the thought-world of 
Hellenism. However, in addition there can be no doubt that he was 
consciously an opponent of the Hellenistic reformers in the city 
and that if he was still alive to experience events after 175 Bc he 
would have been on the side of the Maccabees and certainly not on 
that of Jason, Menelaus, Alcimus or the Tobiads. In him we find 
that spirit which we later meet again among the early Sadducees, 
who were also conservative, nationalistic Jews, put up bitter 
resistance against the Romans and Herod’s seizure of power, and 
yet did not despise Hellenistic civilization and its resources, sup- 
porting the transformation of Judaea into a ‘Hellenistic’ monarchy 
which was brought about by the Hasmoneans. 

To conclude, it is also important to consider the opposition 
movement of the Hasidim®§ which began to organize itself shortly 
before, or at the beginning of, the Hellenistic reform. The influence 
of the new age can be seen even in those who rejected the spirit of 
Hellenism with particular vehemence; indeed, it can be seen here 
above all. That is true of the free form of organization which they 
adopted, that of the religious association, which was later adopted 
by the yahad (koinon) of the Qumran Essenes and the h*barét of 
the Pharisees:69 we must understand it as the sign of a new 
religious individualism which rested on the free decision — the 
‘conversion’ — of the individual. Other signs of the spirit of a new 
age are many of their religious views, which have been recorded 
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above all in the apocalyptic literature, produced from their circles. 
The Essenes, of course, vigorously rejected Gentile, Hellenistic 
civilization. However, they in particular show signs of varied 
influence from this alien spirit of the age and therefore their teach- 
ing was especially suitable for a philosophical and apologetic 
interpretatio graeca.’° It would be wrong to see the hasidim, 
moulded by apocalyptic thought, as being in conscious opposition 
to Jewish wisdom or to the Temple cult.?! In reality the division of 
the people ran through the priests and Levites as well as through 
the scribes. A new phenomenon in hasidic apocalyptic was the 
claim it raised to special revelations of divine wisdom. Here the 
concept of the secret took on central theological significance.’ A 
‘higher wisdom’ appeared alongside the wisdom handed down by 
tradition, which was received through a special revelation, through 
dreams and visions, through journeys to heaven and hell, through 
the appearances of angels and through inspiration. Here we find 
the same forms of revelation as in the Hellenistic world; to some 
degree the same ‘religious koiné’ is spoken.’? The heyday of Jewish 
apocalyptic, from the second century BC, which then quickly 
spilled over to the Diaspora in the form of the Sibylline oracles, 
runs parallel to the renewal of a ‘religion of revelation’ in the 
Hellenistic world. Of course it began there rather later, and 
reached its climax only from the second century AD onwards, in the 
time of the Empire. A further essential point was the emergence of 
the individual’s hope of overcoming death, along with the concep- 
tion of the judgment of the dead. The development of a future 
hope beyond death then in turn exercised an essential influence on 
burial customs and the form of tombs, which underwent a particu- 
larly intensive development in the late Hellenistic and Roman 
period. In Palestine this expectation assumed the typically Jewish 
form of the physical resurrection from the dead; alongside it, 
certainly under Greek influence, there developed the idea of the 
immortality of the soul, which was influential above all in the 
Diaspora. However, both were variable and could be combined. 
The development of a hope beyond death is closely connected with 
the question of theodicy, which was raised especially as a result of 
persecution. In Greece the hope of immortality, the expectation of 
a judgment of the dead and the conception of places of reward and 
punishment for the dead were very much older. We must not rule 
out influence from here on early Jewish apocalyptic. This is 
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especially true of the idea of astral ‘immortality’ and future hope 
for the wise teachers, which we find as early as the end of the book 
of Daniel.’4 Lastly, mention should also be made of the concept of 
the unity of world history, which is closely bound up with the idea 
of world kingdoms; this developed in the controversy with the 
Hellenistic monarchies. The imminent kingdom of God will soon 
make an end to the overwhelming arrogance of the world empire. 
The imagery of the four metals of successively inferior quality as 
symbols for the world kingdoms in Nebuchadnezzar’s dream re- 
calls the four metals in Hesiod’s picture of the ages of the world, 
which had a decisive influence on ancient historical thinking.”5 
The notion of universal mission to be found, with its eschatological 
proviso, in Greek-speaking primitive Christianity, and the thinking 
of Paul in particular, both of which represent something com- 
pletely new in the history of religion, are a last consequence of the 
universalist, Hellenistic, apocalyptic conception of the one 
oitkoumené, the unity of the inhabited, civilized world. On the other 
hand, Jewish and Iranian apocalyptic in turn influenced ancient 
poetry. The best example of this is Virgil’s Fourth Eclogue.’6 
Thus the adoption of Hellenistic civilization, its language, its 
literature and its thought, by ancient Judaism and the conflict 
which resulted is a complex development involving a great deal of 
tension. The development in Palestine differed only partially from 
that in the Diaspora; it affected almost all strata and groups of the 
population and involved both the political and economic and the 
intellectual and religious spheres. The reactions of individual 
classes and groups was also very different. The aristocracy proved 
to be most open to the new life-style and the education that went 
with it; this upper class was also particularly threatened with 
assimilation. However, the opposition too, the Hasidic apocalyptic- 
ists or the Jewish Hellenistic apologists, all of whom wanted to 
preserve the ancestral heritage intact, did not escape the influence 
of the thought of the new age in this political and intellectual 
_ struggle. Precisely by accepting new ideas and working intensively 
with them, ancient Judaism acquired the inner strength to pull 
itself out of the morass of alien and seductive civilization and even 
in a different garb and in connection with new forms of thought 
and expression to preserve the traditional religious heritage and to 
remain true to its divine task in history. Thus by and large we may 
term Judaism of the Hellenistic Roman period, both in the home 
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country and the Diaspora, ‘Hellenistic Judaism’.”” The Christian 
theologian in particular may see this Hellenistic-early Roman 
history of ancient Judaism in the home country of Palestine and in 
the Diaspora as a real preparation for the gospel. It is no coincid- 
ence that Eusebius took up so many Jewish Hellenistic fragments 
from the Diaspora and Palestine in his work which bears this name. 
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GENEALOGIES 


The following three genealogies are based on those to be found in H. 
Bengtson, Griechische Geschichte von den Anfangen bis in die rémische 
Kaiserzeitt, HAW III, 4, Munich 41969, 569-71, and in the Lexicon der 
Alten Welt, Zurich-Stuttgart 1965, 173f., 2475f., 2759f. (H. H. Schmitt). 


1. THE ANTIGONIDS 


ANTIGONUS I MONOPHTHALMUS ([323/21] 306-301) = Stratonice 


DEMETRIUS I POLIORCETES (306-283) 
= 1. Phila (daughter of Antipater) = 2. Eurydice (of Athens) = 3. Deidameia = 4. Lanassa = 5. Ptolemais 


(daughter of Ptolemy I) 
Alexander 
Demetrius the ‘Handsome’ 
= Olympias (of Thessaly) 
ANTIGONUS II GONATAS (289-239) Stratonice 
== Phila (daughter of Seleucus I) = 1.SeleucusI = 2. Antiochus I 
Phila Antiochus II Stratonice 
DEMETRIUS II (239-229) 
= 1. Stratonice = 2. Nicaea = 3. Phthia 
(daughter of Antiochus I) | ANTIGONUS ITI DOSON = Echecrates 
({229] 227-222/21) 
PHILIP V (222/21 ne? = Chryseis (= Phthia?) 
= 1. Polycrateia Sons Antigonus 
PERSEUS (179-168) Demetrius daughter daughter 
== 1, Carpathian princess = 2. Laodice = Prysias II of = Teres of Thrace 
(daughter of ‘Seleieis IV) Bithynia 


Philip Alexander daughter 


9eT 


satdojpauayy 


2. THE PTOLEMIES (to Ptelemy VIII) 


Lagus = Arsinoe 


Eurydice = PTOLEMY I SOTER ([323] 305-282) = Berenice I Menelaus (Stratégos of Cyprus) 
(daughter of Antipater) 


Ptolemy Ceraunus Meleager Lysandra Ptolemais = Demetrius Arsinoe II Philotera PTOLEMY II PHIL- 


= 1. Alexander Poliorcetes = 1. Lysimachus ADELPHUS ([284] 282-246) 
(son of Cassander) = 2. Ptolemy Ceraunus = 1. Arsinoe I q) 
= 2. Agathocles = 3. Ptolemy II Philadelphus (daughter of Lysimachus) $3 
(son of Lysimachus) = 2. Arsinoe II AS 
S 
PTOLEMY III EVERGETES (246-222) Lysimachus Berenice = Antiochus II S 
= Berenice II (daughter of Magas of Cyrene) 
Berenice PTOLEMY IV PHILOPATOR (222-205) Magas Arsinoe III = Ptolemy IV 
= Arsinoe IIT 


PTOLEMY V EPIPHANES (204-180) = Cleopatra I (daughter of Antiochus ITT) 


PTOLEMY VI PHILOMETOR (180-145) PTOLEMY VII EUERGETES II Cleopatra II 
= Cleopatra II ({170—-164] 145-116) = 1. Ptolemy VI 
= 1. Cleopatra II = 2. Cleopatra III = 2. Ptolemy VII 


LET 


3. THE SELEUCIDS (to Antiochus IV) 


Sel 


Apame = SELEUCUS I NICATOR =  Stratonice 
(daughter of Spitamenes) (312-281) (daughter of Demetrius Poliorcetes) 


? 
ANTIOCHUS I SOTER (281-261) Achaeus the Elder Phila = Antigonus II Gonatas 
= Stratonice (stepmother) 
Laodice = Antiochus II Andromachus 


Seleucus ANTIOCHUS II THEOS' Apame = Stratonice = Demetrius II 
(261-246) Magas of Cyrene Laodice = SeleucusII Achaeus the Younger 
== 1. Laodice (daughter of = Laodice (daughter 
Achaeus the Elder) of Mithradates II of (C) 
= 2. Berenice (daughter of Ptolemy IT) Pontus) g 
d 
Q 
i = 
SELEUCUS II CALLINICUS ANTIOCHUS HIERAX Stratonice = Laodice (?) = Mithridates II of Pontus 08 
(246-—226/25) = Laodice (242-228?) = Ariarathes III of x 
(daughter of Andrimachus) (daughter of Cappadocia 
Ziaelas of Bithynia) 


SELEUCUS III SOTER ANTIOCHUS III THE GREAT Antiochis Laodice = Antiochus ITI Laodice = 
(226/25-—223) (223-187) Achaeus the 
= 1. Laodice (daughter of Younger 
Mithridates II of Pontus) 
= 2, Euboea of Chalcis 


Antiochus = SELEUCUS IV PHILOPATOR Laodice = ANTIOCHUS IV EPIPHANES Cleopatra I = 
Laodice (sister) (187-175) 1. Antiochus (175-164) = Ptolemy V 
== Laodice (sister ?) 2. Seleucus IV (?) Laodice (sister?) 


3. Antiochus IV (?) 
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